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Nowadays, social media have emerged as important platforms for online 
relationship marketing. Compared to that on e-commerce websites, marketing in 
social media primarily focuses on brand-customer relationship management and 
loyalty cultivation, instead of direct sales or promotions. To ensure the success of 
marketing initiatives, it is important to understand the key factors and inherent 
mechanisms in the process of brand loyalty enhancement in social media. Although 
content quality of brand’s messages has been addressed as a critical factor that 
determines the success of branding in social media, a comprehensive view towards 
how users process brand’s messages in social media is still in its infancy. This study 
aims to specify the influence of content quality, commitment of brand and message 
popularity on perceived advocacy and brand affect in customers’ message elaboration 
processes in social media. This study posits that in social media peripheral cues of 
brand’s messages are salient to influence customers’ perceptions towards the brand’s 
customer advocacy, and such perceived advocacy plays a critical role for brand 
loyalty cultivation. 
To explore the elaboration processes on brand’s messages, the Elaboration 
Likelihood Model (ELM) is adopted as a basis for research. The ELM suggested that 
consumers’ propensity to cognitively elaborate messages is affected by certain 
personal, environmental, and situational variables. The two routes – the “central route” 
and the “peripheral route” take effects on consumer persuasion. By applying it into 
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the context of social media marketing, this study further supplements the model by 
identifying key perceptions on both routes and how they influence customers’ 
cognitive, affective, and conative attitudes towards the brand. By categorizing 
peripheral cues into two groups – brand-specific cues and user-specific cues, this 
study posits that the two groups of cues result in customers’ perceptions towards 
commitment of brand and message popularity, respectively, and their effects on 
customers’ attitudes explain the impacts of peripheral cues in the social media context, 
as the effects of content quality explicate the impacts of the central cue. 
Based on the sample recruited from Facebook.com, the empirical results show 
that perceptions toward central and peripheral cues significantly affect customer’s 
perceived advocacy, which further enhance his/her brand affect and loyalty towards 
the brand. This study suggests that: 1) peripheral cues are salient to influence 
customers’ advocacy perception towards the brand in social media. The commitment 
of brand as the perception towards brand-specific cues, and message popularity as the 
perception towards user-specific cues, both positively affect perceived advocacy from 
the brand; 2) customers’ advocacy perception, as a cognitive attitude, positively 
enhances their affective attitude towards and conative loyalty to the brand; 3) Brand 
affect also positively affects customers’ intentional brand loyalty; (4) customers may 
rely on both central and peripheral cues during message elaboration under conditions 
of either high or low elaboration likelihood, which makes the moderating effects of 
elaboration likelihood (suggested in the ELM) insignificant in social media. 
Theoretical and practical implications are also discussed. 
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Social media refer to "a group of Internet-based applications that build on the 
ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and allow the creation and 
exchange of user-generated content" (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010). These emerging 
platforms take many forms, such as social network sites and weblogs, among others 
(Kaplan and Haenlein 2010; Weber 2009). The dramatic popularity and inherent 
advantages of the vast reach, low cost, and high communication efficiency of social 
media are attracting brands to participate in such spaces (Faase et al. 2012; Woodcock 
et al. 2011; Kaplan and Haenlein 2010).  
To date, companies have been increasingly conducting a variety of marketing 
activities in social media to cultivate brand loyalty (He et al. 2012), which represents 
customers’ attitudes towards a brand, such as referral and purchase intentions 
(Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). For example, the usage of a social network site such 
as Facebook provides a company the possibility to spread its corporate philosophy and 
reach out to its customers through “fan pages”, enabling the fans to participate and 
contribute word-of-mouth recommendations about the brand (Qualman 2009). Twitter, 
the fastest growing social media platform, is already commonly used by companies to 
provide customer service (O’Reilly and Milstein 2009). Unlike on e-commerce sites, 
marketing in social media is oftentimes not characterized by direct sales, but to develop 
customer relationships and cultivate brand loyalty as the primary concerns (Woodcock 
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et al. 2011). Since these branding initiatives are becoming more important and 
prevalent, it is necessary for both marketers and researchers to have more insights 
about them (Laroche et al. 2012). 
However, it is a major challenge to implement marketing activities and cultivate 
loyalty in social media, since failure to handle negative feedback and comments 
appropriately can substantially work against the brand (Safko and Brake 2009). It is of 
great importance to understand the critical factors that ensure the success of social 
media marketing, especially strategies for enhancing brand loyalty. Recently it has 
been emphasized that identifying the psychological processes/routes to consumers’ 
brand loyalty is a focal issue in literature (Woodside and Walser, 2007; Harris and 
Goode 2004; Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Oliver, 1999), as how online content 
affects customers’ brand attitudes are far from fully understood. Since messages are 
the core element for brand-customer interactions in social media, to examine the 
effects of customers’ perceptions towards brand’s messages and contextual cues 
around them may become the key to explicate psychological routes to brand loyalty 
(Parsons 2011). 
Content quality has been commonly recognized as a central factor affecting brand 
loyalty in social media (Comm 2009; Safko and Brake 2009; Scott 2009; Weinberg 
2009; Zarrella 2010), which is defined as the degree to which the content published by 
a brand is helpful and valuable (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Online content of 
high quality satisfies customers’ information needs, increase perceptions of 
trustworthiness, and cultivate loyalty to brands (Dholakia et al. 2004; Fornell and 
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Larcker 1981; Ridings et al. 2002; Safko and Brake 2009).  
However, as companies tend to focus on the central influence of content quality, 
the importance of contextual/peripheral cues in social media has been largely ignored in 
the past literature. In the context of social media marketing, research investigating the 
role of peripheral cues is still in its infancy. Previous studies addressed peripheral cues 
such as customer reviews and product ranking mainly in e-commerce settings (e.g., 
Kumar and Benbasat 2006; Sobel 1982). A few scholars suggested that perceptions 
towards peripheral cues such as commitment of brand and popularity of message would 
be positively associated with customers’ loyalty (Do-Hyung et al. 2007; Erdem and 
Swait 1998; Palmatier et al. 2006). Commitment of brand, the extent to which a brand 
has an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship with its customers (Moorman 
et al. 1992), would enhance brand loyalty among customers in online communities 
(Laroche 2012). Message popularity, which reflects the extent to which messages 
published by a brand are perceived to be popular and well accepted by customers (de 
Vries et al. 2012), may also have positive impacts on customers’ intentional loyalty 
and actual patronage (Ryan and Zabin 2010; Shankar and Batra 2009). Despite their 
notable effects, the empirical investigations on how contextual cues affect customers’ 
brand attitudes remain limited. 
The relationship marketing literature posits that brand attitudes, including brand 
affect and perceived customer advocacy, are key factors influencing customers’ loyalty 
intentions (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Urban 2004). Brand affect, which 
represents customers’ emotional attachment with the brand, plays an important role in 
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brand awareness and loyalty (Bower and Forgas 2001; Sung and Kim 2010), while 
customer advocacy, which addresses the brand as a faithful representative of its 
customers’ interests or needs, is critical for trust building and loyalty cultivation (Urban 
2005). Investigation on the relationships between customers’ perceptions on brand’s 
messages (with contextual cues) and brand attitudes is critically important and helpful 
for understanding customers’ perception patterns in social media, and facilitates 
exploring the potential paths to advance the formation of positive brand attitudes and 
finally cultivate brand loyalty. These relationships act as linkages between customers’ 
perceptions towards brand’s messages (i.e., perceptions in the message domain) and 
customer’s attitudes towards the brand (i.e., attitudes in the brand domain), 
contributing to answer the core question in social media marketing – in what sense the 
messages that the brand publishes matter regarding brand-customer relationship 
development (Qualman 2009). A comprehensive view on how customers process 
brand’s messages is necessary to bridge these gaps. Overall, this thesis aims to examine 
the following research questions:  
1) In social media, to what extent do central (i.e., content quality) and peripheral 
cues (i.e., message popularity and commitment of brand) influence brand 
loyalty?  
2) How do brand attitudes (i.e., perceived advocacy and brand affect) influence the 
relationships from content and contextual cues to brand loyalty? 
By drawing upon the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) and attitude theories, 
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this study has theoretical contributions to the existing social media marketing literature 
by (1) specifying and categorizing the peripheral cues as brand-specific and 
user-specific in social media, and further conceptualizing corresponding perceptions 
(i.e., commitment of brand and message popularity) as antecedents of brand attitudes; 
(2) highlighting the contextual dependence of moderating effects of elaboration 
likelihood; (3) addressing the concept of perceived advocacy and its salient role on 
both central and peripheral routes; (4) investigating the relationships between ELM 
antecedents and intentions, and further identifying cognitive and affective attitudes as 
mediation in the overall nomological network. 
This study also has practical implications by guiding brands on how they could 
actively build positive brand-specific cues, and incorporate user-specific cues in their 
social media marketing activities: (1) proactively build brand-specific cues that signal 
brand’s commitment and engagement in terms of interactivity, post position, vividness, 
and others on social media presence; (2) keep a close eye on user-specific cues that 
signal message popularity including valence of comments, overall ratings, number of 
referrals, and others, and engage in constructive conversations with unsatisfied 
customers; (3) from the strategy perspective do advocate customers in social media, 






Social media platforms can be conceptualized as stimuli-based environments, in 
the forms of text, images, audio, animations, or video. Companies create online 
presence and publish different types of content to build relationships with customers 
and cultivate their brand loyalty. In this sense such content can be viewed as persuasive 
messages, which influence customers’ perceptions and behaviors. Thus, this research 
draws upon the elaboration likelihood model (Petty and Cacioppo 1986) as the 
theoretical framework to address issues related to information sources and contextual 
effects of persuasion (Areni et al. 2000). Additionally, this study refers to extant 
attitude theories to extend brand attitudes as cognitive, affective, and conative attitudes 
when applying the ELM into the social media context. 
Elaboration Likelihood Model 
The elaboration likelihood model, as a type of dual process theories, highlights the 
processes of yielding to an influential (or persuasive) communication and the change of 
the attitudes that results from those processes (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). This model 
suggests that a person has a continuum of elaboration approaches to process influential 
messages. Individuals may be deeply involved in elaborating message-relevant 
thinking or may simply use rules of thumb to respond to exposed messages. In the end, 
elaborative processing generates one’s own thoughts or actions in response to the 
presented information. The message’s influence could either result in the formation of 
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new cognitions, or in the change of prior attitudes (Petty and Wegener 1999). 
According to the ELM, the influence processes that may be responsible for social 
media comprise two routes. When message recipients have the motivation to consider 
detailed information in a given message, influence occurs via the “central route”, which 
involves more cognitive efforts (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). The message is evaluated 
based on critical thinking. In social media the “central route” is featured by the 
elaboration on the content of brand’s messages. People probably engage in careful 
scrutiny or thoughtful processing of the presented content drawing upon personal 
experience and knowledge, or motivated by prior attitudes towards the brand. For 
example, Dell Computer keeps publishing blogs about new products in its Direct2Dell 
Forum. If a consumer is interested in the Dell’s products, s/he is more likely to explore 
the content of those articles in details. 
Another route to influence, known as the “peripheral route”, involves less 
cognitive efforts. It usually occurs when message recipients lack the motivation to 
process the message in details (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). Recipients rely on peripheral 
cues for judgment by reference to rules of thumb, such as celebrity endorsements, 
charisma, the attractiveness of the sender, or the credibility of the source (Angst and 
Agarwal 2009; Lord et al. 1995). In social media, the online presence of the brand, 
such as the appearance of the company blog, the number of original posts, the hits or 
traffic, or the number of negative reviews, serving as peripheral cues, provides a basis 
for customer’s perceptions towards the brand, and referral intentions.  
8 
 
In the ELM research, the central and peripheral factors of attitude change are 
typically operationalized using content quality and peripheral cue constructs 
respectively (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006), as shown in Figure 1. While central cue 
(or central variable) focuses on the feature of the content, peripheral cues (or 
peripheral variables) are informational indicators that people use to help assess content 
other than the content itself (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). The central and peripheral 
routes, which represent the elaboration processes on central and peripheral cues, are 
distinct in three ways. Firstly, the two routes process different types of information. The 
central route processes message content per se, while the peripheral route processes 
contextual/environmental cues (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Secondly, the two 
routes require different levels of cognitive efforts. The central route usually requires 
thoughtful assessment of message content, evaluation of its quality, and combination 
multiple arguments into an overall judgment, while the peripheral route mainly relies 
on salient positive or negative cues pertinent to the message (Petty et al. 1981). Thirdly, 
the two routes result in different levels of stability of perception changes. The central 
route, based on deliberate assessments of content, generally induces more stable, more 
enduring, and more predictive of long-term behaviors (Petty and Cacioppo 1986), 
while perception changes via the peripheral route tend to be less persistent, as they are 
generally based on heuristic rules. Being consistent with previous ELM research, this 
study also assumes that the primary effects of content quality occur on the central route, 
while the effects of peripheral cues mainly on the peripheral route. This assumption is 
in line with the majority of extant ELM studies (e.g., Cheung et al. 2012; Bhattacherjee 
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and Sanford 2006). 
 
Figure 1. Elaboration Likelihood Model 
In the information systems (IS) literature, the ELM has been applied to investigate 
how individual’s information processing behavior can lead to decision outcomes (e.g., 
Angst and Agarwal 2009; Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; Sussman and Siegal 2003). 
Appendix 4 summarized key findings of prior ELM studies in IS literature. In those 
studies the role of content quality is highly addressed across different contexts. 
Sussman and Siegal (2003) proposed information usefulness to capture individual’s 
assessments of an e-mail message, and found that it is significantly influenced by 
content quality and consequently results in recipient’s information adoption behavior. 
These conclusions are consistent with Bhattacherjee and Sanford (2006)’s study, which 
suggested a significant impact of content quality of informational messages on users’ IT 
acceptance. In the context of the digitization of health care, Angst and Agarwal (2009) 
pointed out that how message content is framed can strongly affect recipient’s attitudes 
towards and adoption intent of electronic health records. Cheung et al. (2012) also 
provided empirical evidence for that content quality, as a central cue, was the primary 
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factor affecting individual’s perception on review credibility in online communities. 
Peripheral cues were also found to affect recipient’s message elaboration. Previous 
studies mainly focused on the impacts of source credibility (Cheung et al. 2012; 
Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; Sussman and Siegal 2003). Cheung et al. (2012) also 
found significant effects of other peripheral cues (e.g., review consistency and review 
sidedness) on recipient’s perception of review credibility. Tam and Ho (2005) 
conducted experiments to examine the effects of peripheral cues (sorting cue, 
recommendation set size) and found their saliency in different stages of message 
elaboration process and in final decision making. A few studies that adopted 
heuristic-systematic model (HSM, as another type of dual process theories that 
provides similar mechanisms as ELM) also suggested that other cues such as review 
quantity also affect recipient’s information adoption intention (e.g., Zhang et al. 2010).  
From the review on prior EML studies, we can draw three broad conclusions. First, 
content quality may play a salient role in the message elaboration processes. The 
positive effects of content quality on information adoption were addressed in different 
settings. This study will also take content quality into account in the social media 
context. Second, limited peripheral cues were examined in literature. A commonly 
investigated peripheral cue is source credibility. Only few studies selectively 
considered other cues such as review quantity (Zhang et al. 2010), or review 
consistency (Cheung et al. 2012). In the social media context, this study will adopt a 
much clearer logic in consideration of perceptions towards different types of peripheral 
cues. Thirdly, prior research generally captured elaboration likelihood in two 
11 
 
perspectives: involvement and expertise. According to Petty and Cacioppo (1986), two 
dimensions of elaboration likelihood are motivation (or involvement) and ability to 
elaborate (or expertise). In our context, since brand’s messages published in social 
media are generally understandable, ability to elaborate is not a primary concern in the 
elaboration process. Thus, this study will conceptualize elaboration likelihood from the 
motivational perspective, that is, to what extent a customer can relate the information to 
themselves and to their own experience and is motivated to elaborate it. 
Central and Peripheral Routes in Social Media 
A key attribute of social media is the creation and exchange of user-generated 
content (Musser and O’Reilly, 2006). Nowadays, companies are promoting brands, 
products, or services on social media platforms, using them for communication and 
relationship development with customers (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010). These 
companies, like other users, publish content in social media. However, due to 
information overload and limited attention, it is more challenging for companies to 
create and enhance brand image in the online environment (Aaker 1996; Pires et al. 
2006; Singh et al. 2008). Companies need to create attractive content to communicate 
and collaborate with their customer. Therefore, content quality is viewed as a critical 
factor that determines the success of social media marketing (Safko and Brake 2009). 
According to the ELM, content quality (CQ) is conceptualized as the factor that 
influences message elaboration through the central route, referring to the extent to 
which the messages published by the brand are perceived as valuable and helpful by the 
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customers (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). If the brand publishes content that 
catches people’s interest and spurs them to share it with their friends, customers are 
more likely to trust and advocate the brand (Scott 2009). In IS and marketing literature, 
extensive research has stressed the effect of content quality on persuasion in online 
settings (Appendix 5 summarized a list of relevant studies on content quality). In 
online customer communities, content quality was found as a key influencer of 
information adoption (e.g., Cheung et al. 2012; Cheung et al. 2009; Cheung et al. 2008; 
Zhang and Watts 2008). Cheung et al. (2008) examined four dimensions of content 
quality: comprehensiveness, relevance, timeliness, and accuracy, and found that 
comprehensiveness and relevance are positively associated with information usefulness 
and information adoption. On online review platforms, the significant relationship 
between content quality and customers’ purchase intention was found across different 
studies (e.g., Zhang et al. 2010; Park et al. 2007; Wang et al. 2007). 
The role of peripheral cues, as aforementioned, has not yet been systematically 
examined in literature. To date only a few of message elaboration studies have 
examined the effects of peripheral variables (such as source expertise, review quantity, 
valence proportion) in the context of online communities (e.g., Zhang et al. 2010; Doh 
and Hwang 2009; Cheung et al. 2008; Wang et al. 2007). It is found that there are 
more studies on persuasion effects of peripheral variables in the e-commerce context 
(e.g., Kumar and Benbasat 2006; Tam and Ho 2005). Appendix 6 summarized a list of 
studies on peripheral variables in online settings. From the review, we can draw two 
broad conclusions. Firstly, two categories of peripheral cues have been commonly 
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investigated on message elaboration processes: cues relevant to message source, and 
cues relevant to users’ historical records. Typical examples in the first category are 
source credibility (e.g., Cheung et al. 2009; Cheung et al. 2008; Wang et al. 2007; 
Poston and Hennington 2007), source trustworthiness (e.g., Cheung et al. 2008), and 
source expertise (e.g., Wen et al. 2009, Chang et al. 2010; Cheung et al. 2008). The 
source-relevant cues were generally found to have significant effects on the recipient’s 
perceptions towards the message and intention to adopt information, except for few 
exceptions (Zhang et al. 2010; Cheung et al. 2008). The second category includes 
valence ratio and message quantity (e.g., Zhang et al. 2010; Park and Lee 2008; Park 
and Kim 2008; Lee et al. 2008). It has been found that online users commonly make 
use of contextual indicators like number of existing reviews, review valence 
consistency, or accumulated rating to generate an overall evaluative judgment when 
elaborating product-related messages (Lee et al. 2008; Gauri et al. 2008). 
Secondly, prior message elaboration studies mainly focused on 
customer-generated content (e.g., product review). Elaboration on brand-generated 
content has not yet well examined, especially in the social media context. As the 
e-commerce is typically featured by direct promotions or sales, while marketing in 
social media is more about brand-customer relationship building and retaining, the 
findings on perceptual patterns on customer review in the e-commerce context may 
not apply to customers’ perceptions toward brand-generated messages in social media. 
Thus, a comprehensive view is required towards peripheral cues in social media 




This study generally categorizes peripheral cues in the brand’s social media 
presence into two groups – brand-specific cues and user-specific cues, which is 
consistent with the aforementioned categorization of peripheral cues (cues pertinent to 
message source and cues resulting from other users’ historical behaviors). 
Brand-specific peripheral cues are initiated by the brand, including the frequency of 
content updating (e.g., how often Apple publishes a new video on its YouTube 
channel), the appearance of the brand’s online presence (e.g., whether the main page 
of a brand’s blog is vivid or attractive), the response rate to visitors’ questions and 
other cues attributed to the brand’s actions, except for the content per se; user-specific 
cues are generated from users’ historical responses, include the hits or views, the 
sentiment or number of reviews, the ranks that users gave to messages, and all other 
cues attributed to users’ past actions. Both groups of cues may affect visitors’ response 
to the brand’s message (de Vries et al. 2012). The effects of brand-specific cues and 
user-specific cues on the peripheral route will be discussed in Chapter 3. 
Social Media Marketing and Brand Attitudes 
As the Internet provides customers with convenient access to powerful new 
media and information tools to compare brands, products, and services, increasingly 
businesses are finding that they have to redefine their marketing and branding 
strategies in the social media era (Lawer and Knox 2006; Ibeh et al., 2005). Simmons 
(2007) highlighted that there are four critical “pillars” for the successful exploitation 
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of the internet as a marketing/branding tool: understanding customers, marketing 
communication management, interactivity, and content. To create brand equity, an 
understanding of target customers is considered as critical, and active interactions and 
valuable content provision are particularly significant in social media marketing 
(Simmon 2010; Ibeh et al. 2005). In the marketing literature, quite a few of qualitative 
studies suggested that brands can derive values through active interactions with 
customers (Sasinovskaya and Anderson 2011; Schau et al. 2009; Pitta and Fowler 
2005). Commitment to online communications is critical for brands to cultivate online 
trust and customers’ loyalty (Mangold and Faulds 2009; Andrews and Boyle 2008; 
Wu and Chang 2005).  
To date, most of online marketing studies have adopted qualitative methods to 
investigate useful marketing strategies for brand equity creation (Appendix 7 provided 
a list of recent online marketing studies). Yet there is little empirical evidence to 
answer to what extent content provision or commitment of brand affect customers’ 
perceptions toward the content and attitudes towards the brand. Thus, this study, 
aiming to investigate how brand’s messages affect customers’ brand attitudes, will be 
helpful for understanding the key success “pillars” of social media marketing. 
Attitude is viewed as a broad construct that consists of three related components 
in social psychology research: cognition, affect, and conation (Breckler 1984). Extant 
attitude theories such as the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975) and 
the theory of planned behavior (Azjen 1991) hold that cognitive beliefs influence 
affect (attitude), which in turn influences intentions regarding a target behavior 
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(Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Similar to Bhattacherjee and Sanford (2006), this 
study also extends brand attitudes to include cognitive belief, affect, and intention 
relative to the brand in applying the ELM to the context of social media marketing. 
The cognitive dimension of brand attitudes is reflected by perceived advocacy (PA), 
which is defined as the degree to which the company is perceived as a faithful 
representative of its customers’ interests or needs (Urban 2005). As Urban (2005) 
stressed, faced with customer power shift a company has to embrace true customer 
advocacy in the new era of online marketing. Customers’ perceptions toward advocacy 
from the brand are salient for their brand loyalty (Simmons 2010; Lawer and Knox 
2006; Urban 2005).  
The affective dimension is reflected by brand affect (BA), which is conceptualized 
as the degree of customer’s emotional attachment to a brand (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 
2001). Customers’ brand affect was found to have significant influence on their 
purchase and referral intention in online brand communities (Scarpi 2010; Kim et al. 
2008). The last conative dimension of brand attitudes is represented by brand loyalty 
(BL), which focuses on referral and purchase intentions resulting from brand messages 
in social media. This study conceptualizes brand loyalty from an attitudinal 
perspective, since a brand’s content in social media is not always characterized by 
direct persuasion, but also focuses on providing information and developing or 
maintaining relationships with customers. In addition, actual purchase may not take 
place immediately but may occur later in offline retail channels.  
In sum, the ELM suggests that content quality and peripheral cues are directly 
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related to attitude and belief change, and the level of elaboration likelihood moderates 
the effects of content quality and peripheral cues. The research framework for this 
study is as shown in Figure 2. 
 






In this chapter, the theoretical model will be developed with further investigations 
on the effects of brand messages and peripheral cues.  
Central Route 
People form and modify attitudes typically when gaining and processing 
information about attitude objects (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, p. 257). Persuasion 
occurs when the information processing results in recipient’s attitude formation or 
change (Kenrick et al. 2005, p. 145). According to Petty and Cacioppo (1986), content 
quality represents a subject’s perception that a message’s arguments are strong and 
cogent versus weak and specious, and acts as a determinant of persuasion and attitude 
change. Prior empirical ELM studies have provided compelling evidence that content 
quality (or argument quality) significantly influences the amount of persuasion that 
occurs (e.g., Tam and Ho 2005; Kim and Benbasat 2003). Extending the insights of 
the content quality/attitude relationship to message elaboration in social media, this 
study proposes that content quality of brand’s messages would influence customer’s 
brand attitudes. While prior ELM studies have mostly treated attitude as a single 
broad concept, this study further explores the relationships between content quality 
and attitudes in multiple dimensions. 
Social media provides various tools that facilitate the creation and distribution of 
content (Warr 2008). On such virtual platforms featured by interactivity, the content 
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serves as an instrument for communication between a brand and its customers. Content 
quality reflects the persuasive strength of arguments embedded in an informational 
message (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Attractive content catches customers’ 
attention and promotes deeper elaboration on exposed messages. Content with high 
quality increases the likelihood of generating positive perceptions towards customer 
advocacy from the brand, by considering the values within the content. If the quality 
of the content is on a low level (i.e., the messages published are perceived as boring or 
useless), the recipient may generate negative impressions towards the brand (de Vries 
et al. 2012).  
Therefore, quality messages encourage customers to view the utilitarian values that 
the brand offers (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; Sussman and Siegal 2003). Given 
the values delivered, the likability or trustworthiness of the brand will be enhanced. In 
this case, customers are motivated to form a positive perception towards advocacy 
from the brand (that is, it is believed that the brand does actual work to meet customer’ 
informational needs). Thus, this study predicts that 
H1a. Content quality of brand messages positively affects customer’s perceived 
advocacy. 
The pervasiveness of online social applications (such as Facebook and Twitter) 
and the diverse range of documents (such as movies, music, images, news, or blogs) 
have been confirming the ever-increasing consumption of entertainment in the web 
(Qualman 2009). According to need theories in sociology, individuals aiming at 
altering feeling of their particular person-environment relationship will engage in 
20 
 
activities that stimulates positive and uplifting emotions in the person, including 
managing negative feelings or using arousal balancing procedures such as relaxation 
(Lazarus 1995; Weiten and Dunn 2001). Such emotion-focused activities are apparent 
in the social media context. People seek emotionally-rich data such as music, movies, 
video clips, mainly for their emotional stimuli (Nov et al. 2010; Ridings and Gefen 
2004; LaRose et al. 2001). 
In social media the interaction with the brands is also an alternative approach for 
entertainment to satisfy customers’ inner emotion needs (Lenhart and Madden 2007; 
Gangadharbhatla 2008). If the brand provides content with high quality, it is often 
regarded as a reflection of the brand’s goodwill, especially regarding those with 
entertaining and attractive framing attributes (such as humorous framing or animated 
expression) (Mangold and Faulds 2009; Arthur et al. 2003). Such content is more 
likely to improve emotional attachments to the brand and generate affective bonding 
between the customer and the brand, due to the fact that the brand designs the message 
to meet customer’s emotion needs. Therefore, this study proposes that 
H1b. Content quality of brand messages positively affects customer’s brand affect. 
As marketers more and more take advantage of social media as a platform for 
commercial campaigns, social network users commonly forward these campaigns to 
their online connections (van Noort et al. 2012). The acceptance of these online 
messages may be greatly determined by receivers’ judgment on information quality 
(Huang et al. 2011; Gershoff et al. 2003; Rieh 2002). Helpful or interesting brand 
messages are more likely to trigger receivers’ referral behaviors (i.e., share the 
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messages among his/her social connections), or actual purchase behaviors (Huang et al. 
2011; Jillian et al. 2008). Therefore, this study proposes that 
H1c: Content quality of brand messages positively affects customer’s brand loyalty. 
Peripheral Route 
As social media support interactivity, customer’s elaboration on a specific message 
might not be triggered directly by its content but by peripheral cues. For example, video 
sharing websites often arrange searching results in the form of a list with the first entry 
representing the most desired option (e.g., sorted by the overall rating given by 
previous visitors). This ranking cue serves as a signal of message popularity. As a 
result, the customer is more likely to click the first few results. This study argues that 
peripheral cues commonly play important roles in message elaboration processes in 
social media. 
Brand-Specific Cues and Commitment of Brand 
Brand-specific cues are initiated by the brand, such as content-updating frequency, 
the appearance of the brand’s online presence (page layout, vividness), and the 
response rate to visitors’ questions (brand-interactivity). These cues reflect the 
commitment of brand (BC), i.e., the extent to which the brand is perceived to have an 
enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship with its customers, or develop a new 
relationship with potential customers through some forms of investment (Moorman et 
al. 1992). In social media, marketing is a kind of two-way communication, rather than 
the one way communication that is commonly used in traditional marketing (Eley and 
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Tilley 2009). The interactive and networked nature of social media determines that a 
company needs to actively engage in online communities that are related to its products 
or services, and provide information to online users by responding to questions, posting 
useful tips, or making friendly comments, rather than outright advertising or promotion 
(Laroche et al. 2012).  
According to the commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing, commitment 
is critical in successful relationship development via affecting one’s perceptions 
towards the other’s actions, and leads to certain consequences, like acquiescence or 
cooperation (Morgan and Hunt 1994). As the theory suggests, commitment of brand 
represents the likelihood of brand’ accepting or adhering to customer’ requests or 
expectations, the desire to maintain the brand-customer relationship, and leads 
directly to cooperative behaviors between the brand and customers (Morgan and Hunt 
1994). Extending the insights into the context of social media, when exposed to the 
brand-specific cues that indicate brand’s devotedness or commitment into social 
interactions in communities, customers tend to positively apprehend the brand’s 
concerns and willingness to develop affinity with its customers (Laroche et al. 2012; 
Schau et al. 2009). In other words, they are more likely to cognitively perceive the 
advocacy from the brand. 
H2a. Commitment of brand positively affects customer’s perceived advocacy. 
In addition, since such commitment (such as the patient and timely response to 
customer’s questions) involves potential vulnerability and sacrifice (Garbarino and 
Johnson 1999), customers tend to identify with the brand and develop positive feelings 
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(Harrison-Walker 2001). On the presence of commitment of brand, customers may 
feel better about the brand and form a positive emotional bond (affect) with the brand 
(Keh and Xie 2009; Bauer et al. 2007; Carroll and Ahuvia 2006). Thus, this study 
proposes that 
H2b. Commitment of brand positively affects customer’s brand affect. 
There are also a few studies addressing the positive relation between online 
commitment of brand and customers’ brand loyalty (Simmons et al. 2010; Kim et al. 
2008; Simmons 2007). The commitment to online communities positively affects a 
company’s online performance, by increasing customers’ attention levels, facilitating 
the development of stronger brand relationships with them, and thereby enhancing their 
brand loyalty levels (Simmons et al. 2010; Simmons 2007). Brand’s proactive 
engagement and active interactions make its customers more familiar with brand 
concepts and product features through active involvement in the conversation process, 
and consequently increase brand loyalty (Sasinovskaya and Anderson 2011). Holland 
and Baker (2001) also suggested that commitment to online presence personalization 
and community building acts as an effective tool for boosting brand loyalty. Therefore, 
if brand-specific cues well signal brand’s efforts on interactions with its customers, 
customers are more likely to develop loyalty towards the brand. This study proposes 
that  
H2c. Commitment of brand positively affects customer’s brand loyalty. 
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User-Specific Cues and Message Popularity 
User-specific cues are initiated by other customers’ past actions on the brand’s 
pages. As social media are characterized by interactivity and community (Barefoot and 
Szabo 2009; Musser and O’Reilly 2006), the perceptions towards user-specific cues 
may be subjected to social influence (Rashotte 2007). Such perceptions can be referred 
to as message popularity (MP), that is, the extent to which messages published by the 
brand are perceived to be popular and well accepted by other users. It is worth noting 
that this study conceptualizes message popularity with positive framing, combining 
both quantity and sentiment factors. In case that a controversial message brings a 
great number of hits and leads to customers’ negative perceptions, message popularity 
should be viewed as on a low level. Marketing research found that negative indicators 
such as reviews or ratings, presented directly around brand’s messages, would 
significantly reduce recipients’ brand attitudes, cognitive evaluations about the brand, 
and purchase intentions (Dellarocas et al. 2007; Smith and Vogt 1995). 
Social impact theory suggest that the likelihood of a person responding to social 
influence is a function of three factors: number (how many people there are in the 
group), immediacy (how close the group is to you), and strength (how important the 
influencing group of people are to you) (Latane 1981; Nowak et al. 1990). In social 
media, user-specific cues commonly embody one or more aspects of those three. For 
example, people tend to click and watch an online video that possesses numerous views 
(the number factor), or high overall ratings (the strength factor), or one that is 
recommended by friends, experts, or even family members (the immediacy factor). 
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Besides, user-specific cues consist of marks left by prior visitors, who probably have 
similar interest or lifestyle, since they have expressed opinions towards the same 
brand (Wang et al. in press; Van den Bulte and Wuyts 2007). The effect of immediacy 
factor becomes more distinct in social media. Overall, user-specific cues, which 
deliver message popularity and social influence, could be the other important category 
of peripheral cues influencing the perception toward brand presence. 
A high level of popularity provides a signal of likeability of brand’s messages, 
wide acceptance and recognition by other people, and result in a certain high degree of 
social influence (Yang and Mai 2010; Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006). Informational 
social influence suggests that people are influenced by relevant others' thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviors, and accepting them as credible evidence of reality. There is a 
general tendency to comply with the ideas from those who have similar interest, 
especially when people identify themselves with the same community (Cialdini 1988). 
The wide acceptance and recognition signaled by message popularity suggest that 
other customers’ needs or interests may be well concerned about by the brand. The 
customer who is subjected to such social influence also tends to perceive the 
advocacy from the brand. If other customers generally rate low scores or post negative 
comments, a customer would be more likely to form a negative attitude towards the 
brand, and the brand would be perceived as having a low intention to develop affinity 
with or to create values for customers. 
H3a. Message popularity positively affects customer’s perceived advocacy. 
In addition, such social influence on customers might impact their affective 
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attitude as well. People have a general tendency (social proof) to like what the majority 
prefers or intimate ones they are fond of (Reicher 2008; Cialdini 1988). In this sense, a 
high level of message popularity tends to promote positive affective feelings and 
decrease the negative. Thus, this study proposes that 
H3b. Message popularity positively affects customer’s brand affect. 
From marketing perspective, a few studies pointed out that message popularity 
could be one of the most important distinctions between social media platforms and 
traditional WOM (e.g., Zhang et al, 2010), as in social media indicators like number of 
likes, quantity of replies/reviews, are generally provided to inform customers the 
popularity of the brand or its product. According to the “length implies strength” or 
numerosity heuristic, people tend to be more persuaded if more information is 
presented (Chen and Chaiken 1999; Petty and Cacioppo 1984). Peripheral cues that 
indicate popularity are more likely to trigger heuristic thinking, and thereby affect 
customers’ judgments. Prior research found that perceived popularity of product 
resulting from other customers’ reviews would have a significant impact on 
individual’s purchase intention (Part et al. 2007). Some quantitative studies on online 
review platforms also emphasized the impact of customer review number on actual 
sales (e.g., Duan et al. 2008; Dellarocas, et al. 2007; Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006). 
Therefore, this study proposes that perceived message popularity may have a positive 
impact on consumer’s purchase or referral intention. That is,  
H3c. Message popularity positively affects customer’s brand loyalty. 
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Moderating Effects of Elaboration Likelihood 
The ELM posits that the effects of content quality and peripheral cues are 
moderated by users’ motivation and ability on informational messages (Petty and 
Caioppo 1986). Drawing on prior ELM research, this study conceptualizes 
elaboration likelihood from the motivation dimension, based on the assumption that 
brand’s messages published in social media are generally understandable, and users’ 
ability to elaborate should not be a primary concern in the elaboration processes. 
Elaboration likelihood is defined as the extent to which recipients perceive the 
message topic to be personally important or relevant (Petty and Cacioppo 1979, 1986, 
1990) and a motivational state to elaborate information.  
Customers who view brand’s message topic as being highly relevant are more 
motivated to engage in effortful scrutiny of available information, thereby forming 
more informed and stable perceptions of value delivery inside message arguments, 
and less likely to consider peripheral cues (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; Sussman 
and Siegal 2003). It is expected that under the condition of high elaboration likelihood 
the effects of content quality would be strengthened on customers’ attitudinal and 
intentional outcomes. Park et al. (2007) found that consumers with high elaboration 
likelihood (or involvement) are more affected by content quality and generate a higher 
level of purchasing intention. The positive moderating effects of elaboration 
likelihood on the relations between content quality and attitudinal/behavioral 
outcomes were empirically supported in other studies as well (e.g., Park and Lee 2008; 
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Sussman and Siegal 2003). Similarly, this study also proposes 
H4a: Elaboration likelihood has a positive moderating effect on the relationship 
between content quality and perceived advocacy. 
H4b: Elaboration likelihood has a positive moderating effect on the relationship 
between content quality and brand affect. 
H4c: Elaboration likelihood has a positive moderating effect on the relationship 
between content quality and brand loyalty. 
By contrast, users who perceive the message topic as being less relevant are less 
motivated to engage in extensive elaboration, and more likely rely on peripheral cues 
for shaping their personal attitudes (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). Prior ELM studies 
found a negative moderating effect of elaboration likelihood on the relation between 
source cues (e.g., source credibility) and information adoption (Bhattacherjee and 
Sanford 2006; Sussman and Siegal 2003). Extending the insight in social media 
context, we expect that customers with a low level of elaboration likelihood would be 
more likely affected by brand-specific cues (e.g., vividness of brand’s online presence, 
brand’s interaction activities) in forming or changing brand attitudes. In other words, 
the effects of commitment of brand on customer’s brand attitudes would be greater in 
case of low elaboration likelihood. Thus, this study proposes 
H5a: Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between commitment of brand and perceived advocacy. 
H5b: Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
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between commitment of brand and brand affect. 
H5c: Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between commitment of brand and brand loyalty. 
Likewise, customers with low elaboration likelihood would also more likely rely 
on user-specific cues (e.g., rating, number of likes). For example, low-involvement 
customers tend to be more aware of the general valence ratio, or quantity of 
comments and thereby generate personal attitudes, especially considering the fact that 
in social media the brand post and the comments are generally presented closely 
together at the brand fan page (e.g., the comments are placed just below the brand 
post) (de Vries et al. 2012). It has been found that the proportion of positive responses 
of prior users increases consumer’s positive product attitude and purchase intention, 
and the positive relationships are strengthened in case of low involvement (Doh and 
Hwang 2009). In the experiment of Park and Lee (2008)’s study, for participants in 
the low elaboration likelihood condition, the effect of the perceived popularity 
(resulting from quantity) on purchase intention was stronger compared to those in 
high elaboration likelihood condition. Extending the findings into the social media 
context, we expect that message popularity perception, resulting from user-specific 
cues, will more strongly affect customer’s brand attitudes and behavioral intentions if 
a customer has low elaboration likelihood. 
H5a: Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between message popularity and perceived advocacy. 
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H5b: Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between message popularity and brand affect. 
H5c: Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between message popularity and brand loyalty. 
Perceived Advocacy, Brand Affect and Brand Loyalty 
According to cognitive theories of emotion, evaluative judgments possibly 
precede and/or accompany affective reactions (Solomon 1973). In a 
computer-mediated environment, where users spend time reading materials through 
interactions with a computer, activities including decision-making (e.g., deciding 
about the relevance or other values of documents), reading, comprehension and search, 
are all cognition-related phenomena. This implies that affective reaction is probably 
accompanied or preceded by evaluative judgments in social media. By referring to 
this logic, perceived advocacy as a cognitive evaluative judgment may also probably 
influence affective attitude during the message elaboration process. Besides, extant 
attitude theories such as the TRA (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975) and the TPB (Azjen 1991) 
also hold that cognitive beliefs influence affect (attitude), which in turn influences 
intentions regarding a target behavior (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). 
If a brand provides customers with open, authentic, and complete information, 
which fits customers’ interests or needs, consumers tend to believe that the brand 
advocates for them (Briones et al. 2011 ; Mangold and Faulds 2009). A high 
assessment of utilitarian values delivered by brand is more likely to produce a positive 
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affective attitude towards the brand (Tuškej et al. in press; Sánchez-Fernández and 
Iniesta-Bonillo 2009), because customers tend to devote love to the brand that cares 
about their needs and provides distinct values. Thus, this study predicts that 
H7. Customer’s perceived advocacy positively affects brand affect. 
According to Dick and Basu (1994), the cognitive and affective brand attitudes 
enhance the brand image and loyalty in customer’s mind. Customers would reciprocate 
the advocacy from the brand with their trust, commitment, and loyalty into the 
relationship with the brand (He et al. 2012; Mittal and Kamakura 2001; Morgan and 
Hunt 1994). Therefore, a high degree of perceived advocacy would essentially 
enhance customer’s brand loyalty.  
H8. Customer’s perceived advocacy positively affects brand loyalty. 
Moreover, studies in the marketing literature suggested that brand affect is a 
distinct antecedent of brand loyalty (e.g., Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Thomson et al. 
2005; Belk and Tumbat 2005; Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). Recent studies have 
provided empirical evidence on the significant effect of brand affect on brand 
loyalty/evangelism in the setting of online community (e.g., Scarpi 2010). Brands that 
make customers “happy” or “joyful” or “affectionate” would prompt greater purchase 
and attitudinal loyalty (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). Overall, this study proposes 
that 





This chapter describes the chosen research method and the approach of the study. 
Preliminary Study 
The survey approach was used to test the research hypotheses. A preliminary study 
was conducted on Facebook in 2011. Facebook is a social media platform that is highly 
popular with individuals and companies. Real Singapore companies were contacted for 
survey administration as they have created an online presence on Facebook through 
their “fan pages”. Company types covered restaurants (including Everything with Fries, 
Waruku Restaurants, The Olive Cove, etc.), retailers (including NUS Coop, Hodaka 
Motoworld, SeiMon-Cho, etc.), and service provider (including DP tech, Center for 
Enabled Living, etc.). The survey for different brands was conducted simultaneously. 
The sample consisted of active users on Facebook who either visited the fan pages of 
these companies or added themselves as fans of these companies.  
The participants were recruited in two ways. First, companies added the website 
links of our online survey on their fan pages, and posted messages to encourage visitors 
to take part in the survey. The surveys were administered under the name of the 
corresponding company to increase reliability and accountability to the customers. 
Second, invitations were randomly sent to the fans of each company to participate in 
the survey. All the survey was hosted on Google Docs. Different questionnaire pages 
were created for each brand, and the statements of survey items were slightly adjusted 
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to fit the product/service types (A more detailed explanation on the adjustments is 
provided in the Measures section). A few screening questions were included in the 
questionnaire, to ensure that respondents had recently visited corresponding brand’s fan 
pages before they filled out the main survey items. Similar approaches have also been 
adopted in previous empirical studies on online review platforms to improve response 
validity of online survey (Zhang et al. 2010; Cheung et al. 2009). Monetary incentives 
(S$5) were offered via PayPal to respondents for participating in the survey and 
providing valid complete responses. 
The main purpose of the preliminary survey is to validate the effectiveness of 
survey questions, and find out the potential problems within data collection 
procedures. It lasted three weeks, and a total of 462 responses were received. By 
reference to the study of Zhang et al. (2010), a part of responses were excluded from 
analyses for the following reasons: 1) who had used the same PayPal account to fill out 
the questionnaire more than once for one brand; 2) who had inconsistent answers in the 
screening questions; 3) who kept filling the same value in most of the questions; 4) who 
submitted a questionnaire with incomplete data for items of interest. Finally, 191 were 
identified as completed, valid, and usable, resulting in a valid response rate as 41.3%. 
Demographic and descriptive statistics for the valid responses in preliminary study 
were provided in Appendix 8. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to 
check measures’ convergent and discriminant validity. After omitting questionable 
items and other refinements, a version of survey for the main study was obtained. The 
EFA results of preliminary study were provided in Appendix 9. 
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A few procedure problems were detected within the preliminary survey: 1) if 
respondents were only recruited from companies’ “fan pages”, they might have a 
certain degree of brand commitment and loyalty already. To some extent it would 
decrease the sample’s representative power; 2) in the preliminary survey, more than 
70% of participants were aged between 21 and 30, and almost 70% of them had less 
than S$2,000 monthly income. These participants were seemingly rather 
homogeneous instead of representing a larger population. 
Main Study 
 To deal with the issues in the preliminary survey, some changes were made for 
the procedure of the main study: 1) in the survey invitations, recipients were 
encouraged to forward the invitations to their friends. Upon completing the survey, 
the survey participator would be informed that he/she would have a higher chance to 
win the lucky draw in case of higher effective forwarding amount. Thus, some 
responders who were not fans of the brands were expected to be incorporated into the 
sample pool; 2) to increase the response rate of non-student and/or high-income 
recipients (as monetary incentives might be less effective for them), multiple 
invitations were periodically sent to each of them who were randomly selected but yet 
did not respond, in which a statement of general research purpose and forwarding 
encouragement were highlighted. These initiatives would help mitigate problems 
within sample representativeness. In Appendix 2 and 3 the survey instruction and 
acknowledgement pages were provided, respectively. 
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The main study was conducted in 2012. A survey site was created and hosted on a 
paid web server, so that the responses could be better traced. It lasted two months. 
Same standards were adopted to exclude invalid responses. 440 responses (out of 879) 
were identified as completed, valid, and usable, which resulted in a valid response rate 
as 50.1%. The rate was comparable to previous online studies with random consumer 
populations on online customer platforms (Cheung et al. 2009; Cheung et al. 2008). 
Among the 439 invalid responses, 28.2% (124) of respondents quitted the survey 
without filling out personal profile fields on the first page; 34.4% (151) completed 
personal profile fields but did not finished subsequent items of interest. Among the 
remaining 164 completed responses, 31.1% (51) were excluded due to incorrect 
answers in the screening questions, 46.3% (76) due to highly consistent ratings for all 
survey items, and 22.6% (37) were excluded for multiple responses to one brand with 
the same PayPal account.  
Demographic and descriptive statistics are summarized in Table 1. The age and 
gender structure of respondents was comparable with Singapore Facebook Statistics 
(Socialbakers, 2012). The percentage of students was about 44%. It appeared a bit 
high, but was quite reasonable, since the ratio of Singapore Facebook users aged 
13-24 (about 939,838 users) was 36%, and in this group users would most likely be 
students. Besides, respondents were generally involved in different industries. 






20 or smaller 85 19.3% 
21 – 30 179 40.7% 
31 – 40 143 32.5% 
41 and over 33 7.5% 
Gender 
Female 214 48.6% 
Male 226 51.4% 
Monthly 
 income 
less than 2000 194 44.1% 
S$2,000 – S$3,999 187 42.5% 
S$4,000 – S$5,999 47 10.7% 
S$6,000 or more 12 2.7% 
Occupation 





Business Person, Administrator 
Sales Person 
97 22.0% 
Technician, Engineer,  




Law Enforcement Officer, 
Military Person, 
Medical Care Professional, etc. 
18 4.1% 
Table 1. Demographic and Descriptive Statistics 
To mitigate concerns for the non-response bias and sample selection bias, 
Chi-Square tests were conducted in SPSS to check whether there were significant 
differences on age, gender, and monthly income between the responses that were 
adopted and the 315 responses that were excluded but with completed person profile 
information. No substantial differences were observed from the tests on age (Pearson 
χ2 = 7.05, df = 3, p=.070), gender (Pearson χ2 = .385, df = 1, p=.535), or monthly 
income (Pearson χ2 = 4.099, df = 3, p=.252). 
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Operationalization of Constructs 
All the constructs were measured using multiple-item perceptual Likert scales. 
Pre-validated measures were adapted where possible from prior studies; otherwise, 
items were developed based on the definition and description of the construct. All items 
were re-worded to relate specifically to the firm and its product category without 
changing argument framing. The measures that were used in the main study were 
shown in Appendix 1 (three versions are attached for restaurant, retail, and service 
provider, respecitively). 
Measures for content quality were adapted from Bhattacherjee and Sanford (2006). 
It was measured by the degree to which the respondent regards the content published by 
the brand on its fan pages as attractive, interesting, helpful, and informative. Items for 
commitment of brand were modified from the construct of perceived relationship 
investment in De Wulf et al. (2001). It was assessed in terms of the content-updating 
frequency, efforts on fan page designing, and efforts on customer engagement.  
Message popularity reflects customer’s perception towards whether the messages 
published by the brand are well-received by other fan page users. It was assessed in 
terms of customers’ comment posting and overall sentiment of customers’ responses on 
brand’s fan pages. Two additional general statements for message popularity were 
developed, regarding the degree to which the fan page content provided by the brand is 
perceived as attractive to or well-received by other users. 
The items of perceived advocacy were modified from the construct of 
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organizational support in Kelley et al. (1996). It was captured by the brand’s high 
regards about customers’ interests, needs, as well as willingness to assist customers. 
The items of brand affect was adapted from Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001). The 
respondents were asked to rate the degree to which consumption of the brand will be 
pleasant, or be a happy experience, or be with good feelings. Items for brand loyalty 
were framed as patronage intention and referral intention related to messages on 
brand’s fan pages. Measures were adapted from Yoo et al. (2000), Grewal et al. (1998) 
and Cronin Jr (2000). 
The elaboration likelihood, as the ELM suggested, could affect which elaboration 
route was mainly used (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). This study conceptualized 
elaboration likelihood from the motivational perspective. Measures include the 
motivations to follow the brand, to check the brand’s updates, and to read the 
published content. 
In addition, brand category was incorporated as a potential confounding variable, 
and was coded into three values (as 1, 2, and 3) corresponding to restaurant, retailer, 
and service provider, respectively. We also included demographic variables in data 
analyses to examine the likely confounding effects of age, gender, and monthly 
income. Age was coded in four levels: 1 (age <= 20), 2 (21 <= age <= 30), 3 (31 <= 
age <= 40), and 4 (age >= 41). Gender was dummy coded using 1 to represent male 
and 2 to represent female. Monthly income was also coded in four levels: 1 (income < 





DATA ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
Instrument Validation 
The measures were firstly tested for validity using factor analysis with principal 
components analysis and varimax rotation. Factor analysis yielded seven components 
with eigenvalues above 1 (see Table 2). These 7 components corresponded to the 7 
intended constructs respectively with loadings greater than 0.71 (Comrey 1973).  
To further test measurement scales for reliability and construct validity, the partial 
least squares (PLS) was used to perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In the 
measurement model, all measures were modeled as reflective indicators of their 
corresponding latent constructs, and all constructs were allowed to co-vary freely 
(Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Raw data was used as input to the PLS program, 
and path significances were estimated using the bootstrapping resampling technique 
with 3000 subsamples. 
Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested three criteria for convergent validity: (1) all 
item factor loadings should be significant and exceed 0.70, (2) composite reliabilities 
and Cronbach’s α for each construct should exceed 0.80, and (3) average variance 
extracted (AVE) for each construct should exceed 0.50. As seen in Table 3, 
standardized CFA loadings for all items in the measurement model were significant at p 
< 0.001 and exceeded the minimum loading criterion of 0.70. Composite reliability and 
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the Cronbach’s α for all constructs were all above 0.80. The smallest AVE among all 
seven constructs in the CFA model was 0.64 for message popularity, which was greater 




1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
CQ1 .809 .097 .117 .176 .176 .127 .253 
CQ2 .833 .091 .096 .176 .188 .189 .194 
CQ3 .833 .090 .142 .185 .191 .194 .157 
CQ4 .711 .117 .159 .209 .264 .237 .183 
MP1 .059 .759 .117 .092 -.023 .018 .112 
MP2 .095 .803 .021 .109 -.028 .114 .101 
MP3 .072 .789 .041 .212 .144 .060 -.005 
MP4 .058 .774 .123 .056 .096 .069 .004 
BC1 .112 .108 .855 .214 .088 .083 .085 
BC2 .116 .116 .867 .225 .114 .113 .112 
BC3 .155 .104 .789 .192 .098 .165 .120 
PA1 .218 .135 .269 .765 .166 .125 .128 
PA2 .221 .172 .231 .757 .158 .192 .143 
PA3 .164 .170 .158 .747 .204 .175 .161 
PA4 .175 .204 .231 .690 .105 .219 .258 
BA1 .250 .078 .152 .196 .843 .189 .174 
BA2 .242 .068 .103 .171 .860 .204 .194 
BA3 .255 .060 .102 .193 .833 .238 .214 
BL1 .278 .129 .149 .219 .218 .794 .173 
BL2 .255 .106 .140 .227 .235 .794 .220 
BL3 .192 .104 .164 .200 .218 .773 .213 
EL1 .297 .087 .142 .130 .180 .175 .783 
EL2 .193 .085 .084 .231 .167 .230 .788 
EL3 .223 .078 .138 .198 .214 .148 .807 
Eigenvalue 3.31 2.71 2.57 2.89 2.74 2.44 2.47 
Variance % 13.80 11.30 10.70 12.04 11.41 10.18 10.28 
Cumulative Variance% 13.80 25.10 35.80 47.84 59.25 69.43 79.71 
Table 2. Principal Components Analysis 
Note. CQ = Content Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = 




Itema Loadingsb AVE Cronbach’s alpha Composite Factor Reliability 
CQ1 0.90 
0.81  0.91 0.93 
CQ2 0.92  
CQ3 0.92  
CQ4 0.88  
BC1 0.90 
0.81  0.88  0.93 BC2 0.93  
BC3 0.87 
MP1 0.76  
0.64  0.82  0.88 
MP2 0.82  
MP3 0.84  
MP4 0.78  
PA1 0.88 




BA1 0.95  
0.92  0.95 0.97 BA2 0.96  
BA3 0.96  
BL1 0.94  
0.85  0.91  0.95 BL2 0.94  
BL3 0.89  
EL1 0.90 
0.81  0.89  0.93 EL2 0.90 
EL3 0.91  
Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Reliability Statistics 
Note. a) CQ = Content Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = 
Perceived Advocacy, BA = Brand Affect, BL= Brand Loyalty, EL = Elaboration Likelihood;  
b) All item loadings were significant at p < 0.001 with t-statistic > 20. 
In terms of the discriminant validity, the square root of AVE for each construct 
(shown as diagonal terms) exceeded the correlations between the construct and other 
constructs (shown as off-diagonal terms), suggesting the AVE of any latent factor was 
greater than the variance shared between the latent variable and other latent variables 





 Mean S.D. CQ BC MP PA BA BL EL 
CQ 5.61 1.08 0.90       
BC 5.74 1.23 0.40 0.90      
MP 4.99 1.02 0.27 0.28 0.90     
PA 5.25 1.12 0.56 0.56 0.40 0.87    
BA 5.71 1.16 0.59 0.36 0.22 0.52 0.96   
BL 5.52 1.36 0.60 0.42 0.29 0.59 0.59 0.92  
EL 5.53 1.10 0.59 0.38 0.24 0.54 0.54 0.63 0.90 
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 
Note. 1) Leading diagonal shows the squared root of AVE of each construct; 2) CQ = Content 
Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = Perceived Advocacy, BA 
= Brand Affect, BL= Brand Loyalty, EL = Elaboration Likelihood. 
Hypotheses Testing 
The next step of data analysis was to investigate the significance and strength of 
hypothesized effects. It proceeded using two PLS models. The first model was to 
examine the main effects that were stated in hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H7, H8, and H9, 
while the second added the moderating effects specified in H4, H5, and H6. They 
were tested in SmartPLS with a bootstrapping procedure of 3000 re-samples. All 
control variables (brand category, age, gender, and monthly income) were 




 Figure 3. PLS Analysis of Main Effects 
Note. 1) Path significance: ***p <0.001, ns: insignificant at the 0.05 level. 
  
Main Effects Model 
PA (R2 = 0.49) BA (R2 = 0.40) BL (R2 = 0.51) 
β t β t Β t 
CQ 0.36 8.80 0.43 10.74 0.27 4.94 
BC 0.36 9.93 0.04 1.11 0.07 1.75 
MP 0.20 5.79 -0.01 0.45 0.04 1.26 
PA     0.26 5.31 0.24 4.85 
BA         0.27 5.67 
Age 0.04 0.91 -0.05 1.01 -0.06 1.26 
Gender 0.00 0.05 -0.03 1.06 -0.03 1.09 
MI -0.04 1.05 0.03 0.61 0.02 0.53 
BCa 0.02 0.92 -0.06 1.78 -0.04 1.37 
Table 5. PLS Result of Main Effects Analyses 
Note. 1) CQ = Content Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = 





The main effect model (Figure 3) examined the effects of content quality on 
perceived advocacy (H1a), on brand affect (H1b), and on brand loyalty (H1c), the 
effects of commitment of brand on perceived advocacy (H2a), on brand affect (H2b), 
and on brand loyalty (H2c), and the effects of message popularity on perceived 
advocacy (H3a), on brand affect (H3b), and on brand loyalty (H3c), as well as three 
associations between perceived advocacy, brand affect, and brand loyalty (H7, H8, 
and H9). Consistent with the ELM, content quality had significant and positive effects 
on attitude outcomes (i.e., on perceived advocacy, β=0.36, p<0.001; on brand affect, 
β=0.43, p<0.001; on brand loyalty, β=0.27, p<0.001), thereby supporting H1a, H1b, 
and H1c. Commitment of brand also had a significant effect on perceived advocacy 
(β=0.36, p<0.001), demonstrating support for H2a. However, the effects of 
commitment of brand on brand affect (β=0.04, p>0.05) and on brand loyalty (β=0.07, 
p>0.05) were both insignificant. Thus, H2b and H2c were not supported. Likewise, 
the main effect of message popularity on perceived advocacy (β=0.20, p<0.001) was 
significant, while that on brand affect (β=-0.01, p>0.05) and on brand loyalty (β=0.04, 
p>0.05) were insignificant. Therefore, H3a was supported, while H3b and H3c were 
not supported.  
As expected from attitude theories, perceived advocacy had a significant effect on 
brand affect (β=0.26, p<0.001), and brand loyalty was influenced significantly by 
both perceived advocacy (β=0.24, p<0.001) and brand affect (β=0.27, p<0.001). 
Content quality, commitment of brand, and message popularity jointly explained 49 
percentage of the variance in perceived advocacy, with both content quality and 
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commitment of brand contributing larger proportion to that explanation. Content 
quality and perceived advocacy jointly explained 40 percentage of brand affect, with 
content quality having the dominant effect. Content quality, perceived advocacy, and 
brand affect jointly explained 50 percentage of the variance in brand loyalty, with 
brand affect contributing a bit larger proportion. 
Overall, the above results demonstrated that both central and peripheral routes are 
effective ways of influencing one’s perceived advocacy toward the brand. The 
significant effects of peripheral variables on perceived advocacy also implied that user 
perceptions that result from message elaboration may not necessarily be based 
entirely on a pure central-route or peripheral-route process, but may be formed jointly 
by both processes (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Unexpectedly, it appeared that 
only the central variable (content quality) has direct and significant effects on brand 
affect and brand loyalty, while the direct effects of commitment of brand and message 
popularity on them were not found as significant, which might imply that peripheral 
variables primarily affect customers’ cognitive attitude in the social media context. 
The moderating effects model tested the degree to which elaboration likelihood 
moderated the main effects that are hypothesized in H1, H2, and H3. The interaction 
terms are modeled in PLS as products of each item belonging to the latent construct, 
and added to the main effects model (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; Chin et al. 
2003). The main effects of the moderating construct (elaboration likelihood) on 
dependent variables were also included in the model so as to statistically separate the 
hypothesized moderating effects from all statistically possible main effects 
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(Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). 
  
Nested Main Effects Model Moderating Effects Model 
PA 
(R2 = 0.53) 
BA  
(R2 = 0.43) 
BL 
(R2 = 0.52) 
PA 
(R2 = 0.53) 
BA  
(R2 = 0.45) 
BL 
(R2 = 0.52) 
β t β t β t β t β t β t 
CQ 0.24 4.95 0.35 7.61 0.21 3.97 0.09 0.59 0.79 2.87 0.36 1.64 
BC 0.33 8.54 0.03 0.90 0.07 1.62 0.48 2.20 0.34 1.43 -0.04 0.29 
MP 0.19 5.74 -0.01 0.47 0.04 1.20 0.33 1.85 -0.14 0.81 -0.19 1.06 
PA   0.20 3.75 0.20 4.06     0.20 3.57 0.20 4.16 
BA     0.23 4.57         0.23 4.52 
EL 0.24 5.18 0.22 4.45 0.17 3.39 0.38 1.90 0.90 2.58 -0.02 0.12 
CQ * EL        0.26 1.02 -0.87 1.85 -0.25 0.89 
BC * EL       -0.24 0.94 -0.50 1.42 0.17 0.68 
MP * EL       -0.23 1.04 0.18 0.73 0.36 1.28 
Age 0.07 1.48 -0.01 0.32 -0.03 0.84 0.07 1.40 -0.02 0.50 -0.03 0.75 
Gender 0.00 0.23 -0.03 0.98 -0.03 1.02 0.00 0.02 -0.01 0.61 -0.02 0.89 
MI -0.07 1.46 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.03 -0.06 1.36 0.00 0.13 -0.01 0.26 
BCa 0.03 1.31 -0.05 1.56 -0.03 1.21 0.04 1.36 -0.05 1.50 -0.03 1.25 
Table 6. PLS Analyses of Moderating Effects and Nested Main Effects 
Note. 1) CQ = Content Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = 
Perceived Advocacy, BA = Brand Affect, BL= Brand Loyalty, EL = Elaboration Likelihood, 
MI = Monthly Income, BCa= Brand Category. 
As seen in Table 6, including these moderating effects only increased variance 
explained (R2 value) in perceived advocacy, brand affect, and brand loyalty by less 
than 5 percentage. F-tests comparing the R2 values for each dependent variable 
between the nested main and moderating effects models1 found the increase in 
                                                             
1
 Computed as f = [(R2interaction - R2main) / (dinteraction - dmain)] / [(1 - R2 interaction) / (n - 
dinteraction -1) ~ F dinteraction – dmain , n – dinteraction - 1 
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explanatory power to be statistically insignificant at p > 0.05 for perceived advocacy, 
brand affect, and brand loyalty. Examining individual interaction items, all the path 
coefficients were found as insignificant at the 0.05 level, thereby suggesting that none 
of the hypothesized interaction effects (H4a, H4b, H4c, H5a, H5b, H5c, H6a, H6b, 
and H6c) was supported in the sample. Results from the nested main effects model 
showed that elaboration likelihood did have significant and positive effects on 
perceived advocacy (β=0.24, p<0.001), brand affect (β=0.22, p<0.001), and brand 
loyalty (β=0.17, p<0.001). It appeared that customer’s elaboration motivation affected 
their perceptions, but not in the moderating way, which was inconsistent with what 
the ELM suggested.  
Although these discrepancies may be attributed to measurement errors, there may 
also be deeper theoretical reasons for them. By revisiting the ELM literature, we also 
found some similar unusual findings in other studies. In the study of Angst and 
Agarwal (2009), elaboration likelihood (issue involvement) positively affected users’ 
attitude, but did not moderate the effect from argument frame to attitude. Cheung et al. 
(2012) also found insignificant moderating effects of elaboration likelihood 
(involvement) on the relationships from content quality and peripheral variables to 
perception of review credibility, though involvement had a significant and positive 
effect on review credibility. Cheung et al. (2012) further stated that the moderation 
effects of elaboration likelihood appear to be more situation-dependent and complex 
than the literature suggests. 
The ELM suggests that people in the high elaboration likelihood state are more 
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likely to devote cognitive resources and engage in thoughtful processing of the 
message, and tend to be more persuaded by content quality than by peripheral cues; 
by contrast, those in the low elaboration likelihood state, who lack the motivation or 
ability to devote cognitive resources and deliberate thoughtfully, tend to be more 
affected by peripheral cues (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). The underlying logic for the 
moderating effects of elaboration likelihood is that evaluation of the quality of 
message arguments distinctively significantly requires more cognitive efforts, while 
the perceptions toward peripheral cues are less demanding (Petty et al. 1981). In the 
social media context, we argue that that assumption may not hold due to two facts. 
First, as social media are platforms for interaction and networking, messages are 
normally framed in a straightforward and easily understandable way (Musser and 
O’Reilly 2006). The elaboration on the message content does not make high demands 
on devoting cognitive resources or possessing certain expertise. Even with relatively 
low elaboration likelihood, users may be still able to process the message content with 
limited cognitive efforts and therefore have a certain degree of comprehension of the 
arguments presented. Second, brand-generated content may always be accompanied 
with user-generated content in social media (de Vries et al. 2012). It seems 
unavoidable for users to be affected by other users’ activities around the messages on 
the same page, such as the score given by other visitors or the overall sentiment of 
comments. In this sense, even in a high elaboration likelihood state, people may still 
be either passively vulnerable to the effects from peripheral cues, or even actively 
regard them as a part of an evaluation process (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; 
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Chaiken and Maheswaran 1994). It seems that both routes could probably jointly act 
in social media. 
Some researchers stated that while the ELM has two processing routes, 
persuasion can act both through central-route and peripheral-route processes 
simultaneously (Eagly and Chaiken 1993). Petty and Wegener (1998) further 
suggested that both central and peripheral routes are oftentimes used when processing 
a message, creating a continuum for elaborative thought on message arguments, 
where solely central-route processing and solely peripheral-route processing 
correspond to the two poles. Since in social media the demand on cognitive resources 
varies less between the two routes, the routes’ co-occurring makes the moderating 
effects of elaboration likelihood (at least) much vaguer. 
The results of hypotheses testing were summarized in Table 7. 
Hypothesis Description Result 
H1a Content quality of brand messages positively affects 
customer’s perceived advocacy. 
Supported 
H1b Content quality of brand messages positively affects 
customer’s brand affect. 
Supported 
H1c Content quality of brand messages positively affects 
customer’s brand loyalty. 
Supported 
H2a Commitment of brand positively affects customer’s 
perceived advocacy. 
Supported 
H2b Commitment of brand positively affects customer’s brand 
affect. 
Not Supported 
H2c Commitment of brand positively affects customer’s brand 
loyalty. 
Not Supported 
H3a Message popularity positively affects customer’s perceived 
advocacy. 
Supported 
H3b Message popularity positively affects customer’s brand 
affect. 
Not Supported 




H4a Elaboration likelihood has a positive moderating effect on the 
relationship between content quality and perceived advocacy. 
Not Supported 
H4b Elaboration likelihood has a positive moderating effect on the 
relationship between content quality and brand affect. 
Not Supported 
H4c Elaboration likelihood has a positive moderating effect on the 
relationship between content quality and brand loyalty. 
Not Supported 
H5a Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on 
the relationship between commitment of brand and perceived 
advocacy. 
Not Supported 
H5b Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on 
the relationship between commitment of brand and brand 
affect. 
Not Supported 
H5c Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on 
the relationship between commitment of brand and brand 
loyalty. 
Not Supported 
H6a Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on 
the relationship between message popularity and perceived 
advocacy. 
Not Supported 
H6b Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on 
the relationship between message popularity and brand 
affect. 
Not Supported 
H6c Elaboration likelihood has a negative moderating effect on 
the relationship between message popularity and brand 
loyalty. 
Not Supported 
H7 Customer’s perceived advocacy positively affects brand 
affect. 
Supported 
H8 Customer’s perceived advocacy positively affects brand 
loyalty. 
Supported 
H9 Customer’s brand affect positively affects brand loyalty. Supported 
Table 7. Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results 
Additional Robustness Checks 
First, common method bias was examined. The single-factor model was tested for 
detecting the potential common method bias. If common method bias is largely 
responsible for the relationship among the variables, the single-factor CFA model (i.e., 
all indicators load on only one factor) should fit the data well (Korsgaard and 
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Roberson 1995; Mossholder et al. 1998). The CFA results in LISREL 8.80 showed 
that the single-factor model did not well fit the data (χ2 = 4421.09, df = 252, p<0.001; 
SRMR= 0.11; RMSEA = 0.19; GFI= 0.54; CFI= 0.84). Although these results did not 
preclude the possibility of common method variance, they did suggest that common 
method bias was not of great concern, and thus was unlikely to confound the 
interpretations of results of hypotheses testing. 
Second, since the main effects hypothesized in H2b, H2c, H3b, and H3c were 
unexpectedly not supported, we further examined the likely mediation effects of 
perceived advocacy on the relationships between perceptions on the peripheral 
variables (commitment of brand and message popularity) and brand attitudes (brand 
affect and brand loyalty). To test if perceived advocacy can be omitted without loss of 
predictive power, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) test for mediation was used. When 
perceived advocacy was omitted from the model, the direct effect of commitment of 
brand on brand affect was significant (β=0.09, p<0.05), while the direct effect of 
message popularity on brand affect was insignificant (β=0.03, p>0.1). When 
perceived advocacy was included, both effects were insignificant. The variance 
explained in brand affect increased by 1.8% (p<0.05) between the two models, 
implying that perceived advocacy is a full mediator on the relatively weak effect of 
commitment of brand on brand affect, while message popularity has no significant 
direct effect on brand affect, by controlling content quality, elaboration likelihood, 
and other demographic variables. The direct effects of commitment of brand (β=0.16, 
p<0.001) and message popularity (β=0.08, p<0.05) on brand loyalty were both 
52 
 
significant, when perceived advocacy was omitted. After adding perceived advocacy 
as a mediator, the variance explained in brand loyalty increased by 3% (p<0.05), both 
effects were insignificant, thereby suggesting perceived advocacy is a full mediator on 
the effects of commitment of brand and message popularity on brand loyalty. For the 
above mediation tests, the main effects of all the other variables (brand affect, 
elaboration likelihood, and control variables) were considered. 
Third, as aforementioned, both central-route and peripheral route processes may 
co-occur in social media. A follow-up question is whether the influences act 
separately or interact with each other. The PLS results on the interaction analyses 
were shown in Table 8. No significant results were found for the interaction between 
content quality and commitment of brand, or that between content quality and 
message popularity. It seemed that in spite of jointly acting the central-route and 
peripheral-route processes act separately, rather than interact with each other. The 
finding was consistent with the study of Tam and Ho (2005), in which the two 
hypothesized interaction effects of central cue and peripheral cues were found as 






Moderating Effects Model 
PA (R2 = 0.53) BA  (R2 = 0.45) BL (R2 = 0.52) 
β t β T β t 
CQ 0.21 1.45 0.82 3.16 0.09 0.58 
BC 0.18 1.47 0.26 1.15 0.06 0.51 
MP 0.29 1.87 0.26 1.36 -0.07 0.48 
PA     0.20 3.68 0.20 4.12 
BA         0.24 4.22 
CQ * BC  0.23 1.19 -0.36 1.09 0.01 0.04 
CQ * MP  -0.16 0.87 -0.45 1.50 0.18 0.75 
EL 0.24 5.22 0.20 4.08 0.17 3.32 
Age 0.07 1.57 -0.02 0.55 -0.03 0.80 
Gender 0.00 0.16 -0.02 0.93 -0.03 1.05 
MI -0.07 1.51 0.01 0.25 0.00 0.11 
BCa 0.03 1.29 -0.05 1.60 -0.03 1.22 
Table 8. PLS Analysis of Moderating Effects between Central and 
Peripheral Variables 
Note. 1) CQ = Content Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = 
Perceived Advocacy, BA = Brand Affect, BL= Brand Loyalty, EL = Elaboration Likelihood, 
MI = Monthly Income, BCa= Brand Category. 
Fourth, the effects of control variables were also examined. As shown in Table 5, 
6, and 8, none of the control variables (age, monthly income, gender, and brand 
category) had significant effects on dependent variables. It provided evidence on the 
robustness of the conceptual model across groups of different ages, gender, monthly 






DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
Findings 
This study started with the goal of addressing two research questions: (1) in social 
media, to what extent message content, brand-specific cues, and user-specific cues, 
influence customer’s intentional brand loyalty, and (2) how customer’s cognitive and 
affective brand attitudes affect the relationships between contextual cues and brand 
loyalty. To answer these questions, this study started with the ELM, a dual-process 
theory of persuasion from social psychology, to identify the central and peripheral 
routes as ways of influencing customer’s message elaboration, categorized two groups 
of contextual cues as sources of peripheral effects (i.e., brand-specific cues and 
user-specific cues), extended brand attitudes into cognitive, affective and conative 
dimensions, and postulated that perceived advocacy as the cognitive component and 
brand affect as the affective component play significant roles to influence customer’s 
intentional loyalty during the central-route and peripheral-route processes. Our 
empirical findings demonstrate that the central and peripheral routes are both viable 
ways of influencing customer’s brand attitudes. 
Central Route 
On the central route, customers engaging in thoughtful processing of high quality 
content tend to form more positive perception towards the advocacy from the brand 
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(H1a), and develop emotional attachments with the brand (H1b), due to the fact that 
the assessment of content quality is based on the personal interests, preferences, or 
needs, and the content of high quality is more likely to fit their informational and 
emotional needs. We also found that content quality has a direct and significant effect 
on brand loyalty (H1c), which suggests that high quality messages are more likely to 
trigger customers’ referral behaviors, or purchase behaviors (Huang et al. 2011; Jillian 
et al. 2008). The findings on content quality’s effects are consistent with the 
traditional ELM research in social psychology (e.g., Petty and Cacioppo 1986; Petty 
et al. 1981; Petty et al. 1995) and marketing (e.g., Lord et al. 1995), which suggested 
argument quality (content quality) is positively and directly related to attitude and 
belief change. 
Peripheral Route 
On the peripheral route, the empirical results show that peripheral cues are salient 
to influence customer’s perceptions towards the brand’s customer advocacy. 
Brand-specific cues well reflect devotedness and goodwill of the brand based on its 
customer engagement, while user-specific cues represent other customers’ perceptions, 
attitudes and behaviors in social media, such as passing along brand messages, high 
rating on the brand’s post, or posting positive comments. Commitment of brand as the 
perception towards brand-specific cues, and message popularity as that towards 
user-specific cues, both significantly affect perceived advocacy from the brand, which 
represents an overall assessment of brand’s concern or advocacy for its target customers 
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in terms of customers’ interests or needs (H2a, H3a). 
However, commitment of brand and message popularity seem to have no 
significant direct effects on brand affect (H2b, H3b) when controlling other variables. 
From the mediation tests, it seems that only the weak direct effect of commitment of 
brand on brand affect is mediated by perceived advocacy, while message popularity 
does not have a direct significant effect on brand affect, even with perceived advocacy 
being omitted. Brand affect, representing customer’s emotional attachments with the 
brand, is essentially a kind of inner feeling  (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). It can 
emerge either when some intrinsic need is satisfied, or when positive sentiments 
attributed to extrinsic properties of brand presence enhance its likeability. As Lawer 
and Knox (2006) suggested, a high level of customer advocacy could promote 
trustworthiness and likeability of the brand, and the customer is more likely to form a 
positive affective attitude towards the brand. Thus, customers in a high-level perceived 
advocacy state tend to develop high-level brand affect (H7). 
But even if being exposed to the positive peripheral cues, customers may still need 
to devote cognitive resources to trace the sources of the cues, analyze the cues, and 
consider customer advocacy from the brand embedded in them, before notable brand 
affect is developed. In other words, peripheral cues may only provide a basis for 
advocacy inferences, rather than directly contribute to development of emotional 
attachments. Thus, message popularity, as a perception towards other customers’ 
historical activities, has to be firstly ‘translated’ into brand-related cognitive belief 
(i.e., perceived advocacy) before brand-related emotions are developed. This 
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argument, which is in line with cognitive theories of emotion (Solomon 1973), may 
provide a plausible explanation for the significant effect of message popularity on 
perceived advocacy (H3a) and its insignificant effect on brand effect (H3b). Similarly, 
commitment of brand is the perception towards brand’s historical activities based on 
brand-specific cues, and customers tend to make further cognitive inferences on those 
commitment (e.g., evaluate the advocacy from the brand) to justify the brand’s 
behaviors. Thus, the main effect on perceived advocacy is remarkable (H3a), while its 
direct effect on brand effect is insignificant (H3b) with other variables controlled. 
The case for content quality might be different. As the brand’s message is the core 
object for elaboration, customers do not need to trace or analyze the source of the 
content. For example, when exposed to a marvelous video which is not related to the 
brand’s product, customers may still consider it as high-quality and develop affect 
without thoughtfully rational judgments on what exact values the brand’s video brings 
to them. Thus, the more straight way of brand’s information delivery allows more 
direct effects from content quality to brand effect, especially when customers’ 
emotional needs are satisfied (H1b). 
The main effects of commitment of brand and message popularity on brand 
loyalty were found as insignificant (H2c, H3c). The mediation testing results 
suggested that their direct effects on brand loyalty are also fully mediated by 
perceived advocacy. Overall, it may be concluded that perceived advocacy plays a 




Regarding the hypothesized interaction effects of elaboration likelihood, it turned 
out that the influence of content quality, commitment of brand, and message 
popularity did not significantly vary across different levels of elaboration likelihood 
(H4a through H6c), which was inconsistent with what the ELM predicted. While it 
might be attributed to measurement errors, plausible reasons relevant to the intrinsic 
features of social media should be highlighted. Firstly, unlike that in traditional ELM 
research, the demand on cognitive efforts varies much less between the central and 
peripheral routes, since messages published on social media platforms are more 
interaction-oriented and thus generally understandable. Thus, customers with a low 
elaboration motivation might also well process the brand’s message with a limited 
amount of cognitive resource devoted. Secondly, in social media it is nearly 
impossible to isolate the brand’s message from peripheral cues (e.g., reviews, ranking, 
or format design). Under conditions of both low and high elaboration likelihood, 
customers may rely on both central and peripheral cues to make an overall judgment. 
In other words, both routes can jointly act in message elaboration processes (Petty and 
Wegener, 1998), especially in consideration of the interactive nature of social media. 
Additional testing on the potential interactions between content quality and peripheral 
cues (see Table 8) showed that their effects may not interact with each other, but act 
separately, which was consistent with the findings in Tam and Ho (2005). 
Brand Attitudes 
The empirical results also suggest direct effects from customer’s cognitive 
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attitude (perceived advocacy) and affective attitude (brand affect) to intentional 
loyalty (H8 and H9). It is reasonable given human tendencies to maintain beliefs, 
affect, and intentions that are mutually consistent with each other (Davis et al. 1989). 
In the social media context, customers reciprocate the advocacy from the brand with 
their affective and conative commitment into the relationship with the brand (He et al. 
2012; Mittal and Kamakura 2001). Customers who are emotionally attached to the 
brand have stronger referral and purchase intention in social media (Scarpi 2010; Kim 
et al. 2008). 
Theoretical Implications 
This research offers several implications to theory. During the past three decades, 
researchers have been kept using most of the original antecedents proposed by Petty 
and Cacioppo (1981), such as argument strength and source credibility. The 
compelling call for research investigating the antecedents of attitude and persuasion 
has not yet been fully addressed (Angst and Agarwal 2009). The first contribution of 
this study may lie in specifying and categorizing peripheral cues in social media, and 
further conceptualizing corresponding perceptions as antecedents of brand attitudes. 
This study proposes that generally peripheral cues pertinent to brand’s message 
elaboration could be divided into brand-specific cues and user-specific cues. By 
drawing upon commitment-trust theory and social impact theory, this study 
conceptualizes commitment of brand and message popularity as direct outcomes of 
both groups of cues. While the ELM suggests environmental cues could affect the 
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elaboration process (Petty and Cacioppo 1986), it does not provide much insight on 
how peripheral cues takes effect on recipient’s attitudes. In the context of social media, 
the concepts of commitment of brand and message popularity contribute to 
explanations on cues’ effects on the formation and change of brand attitudes. 
Secondly, the moderating effects of elaboration likelihood suggested in the ELM 
may not necessarily hold across different kinds of contexts. The hypothesized 
moderating effects of elaboration likelihood were not found as significant in this study. 
In the literature a few of empirical studies also found insignificant moderating effects 
of elaboration likelihood on the relationships from central or peripheral cues to 
attitude outcomes (e.g., Cheung et al. 2012; Angst and Agarwal 2009). Considering 
the interactive and networked natures of social media, we argue that customers may 
rely on both central and peripheral cues during message elaboration under conditions 
of either high or low elaboration likelihood, which indicates the possibility of both 
routes’ co-occurring (Petty and Wegener 1998). 
Thirdly, this study addresses the concept of perceived advocacy and its salient 
role on the central and peripheral routes. In social media, the perception of customer 
advocacy originates from content and peripheral cues, and significantly influences 
customer’s brand affect and intentional loyalty. In the new era of online marketing, 
social media are featured by rich interactive and networked platforms for reaching a 
large scale of customers. While a few studies have stressed the important role of 
customer advocacy from the perspective of the brand (e.g., Lawer and Knox 2006; 
Urban 2005), the concept of perceived advocacy from the customer perspective is 
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pretty novel in this context, and as yet, has not been empirically tested, since previous 
studies are mostly conceptual papers without empirical results (see Appendix 7).  
Fourthly, though the ELM framework has been used for investigating attitude 
change extensively, very little work has incorporated different dimensions of attitudes 
into the ELM framework (Angst and Agarwal 2009). By conceptualizing brand 
loyalty from the intentional perspective and incorporating it into in the overall 
nomological network, this study investigates the relationships between the ELM 
antecedents and intentions, and further proposes the mediation effects of cognitive 
and affective attitudes, while most traditional ELM research conceptualized attitude 
only from the affective dimension. 
Practical Implications 
From a practical standpoint, this research focuses on an important topic in need of 
attention regarding the fashion that more and more brands are starting to leverage 
social media as an effective instrument for online relationship marketing. The 
empirical results shed light on how to develop relationships with customers in social 
media. First, although the importance of social media content is commonly recognized, 
the impacts of peripheral cues should never be ignored. Peripheral cues can 
significantly affect customer’s perceptions towards commitment of brand and message 
popularity among other customers, which further lead to the perception towards the 
advocacy from the brand and promote brand affect and brand loyalty. Customers with 
either high or low elaboration likelihood may all be vulnerable to the effects from 
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peripheral cues. Simply establishing a presence for publishing posts on Facebook or 
Twitter without necessary diligence to handle contextual cues will produce few 
worthwhile results. 
Secondly, the brand should proactively build positive brand-specific cues, and 
induce the presence of positive user-specific cues. To build brand-specific cues, the 
brand needs to be devoted into actively responding to customer’s questions, providing 
pertinent comments, or designing impressive appearance in social media. Such cues 
could signal the brand’s commitment to relationship development. Besides, the brand 
should keep a close eye on user-specific cues. Conduct “activities that have an external, 
outward focus on creating favorable impressions of the brand, brand enthusiasts and 
brand community” (Schau et al. 2009), and include practices such as evangelizing and 
justifying through which customers preach the brand, share good news about it and 
bring some arguments to encourage others to use the brand (Laroche et al. 2012). All 
these help build positive user-specific cues and promote prosperity of the community. 
When negative cues keep appearing, the brand should endeavor to figure out the 
underlying reasons. 
Thirdly, from the strategy perspective, do advocate customers in social media. 
Social media are not about one-way communication, but more of engagement, 
communication, and networking. Network effects become more salient. A simple 
mistake within argument framing, which conflicts with customers’ values, could be 
magnified through social networks in a very short time, and result in unnecessary loss. 
This study does suggest that perceived advocacy from the brand is a critical mediator 
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for brand loyalty enhancement. Thus, for branding in social media, never take chances 
to offend customers intentionally or unintentionally in messages, but care for their 
interests, needs and values, and they will intentionally reciprocate. 
Limitations and Future Research 
This study is not without limitations. First of all, this study did not actively 
manipulate central and peripheral routes to influence. Due to practical constraints in 
the field settings it was not possible to separately administer central and peripheral 
treatments. Although we made an inference on the routes’ co-occurring based on the 
insignificant effects of elaboration likelihood, future research could employ controlled 
experimental designs to further specify the conditions for the saliency of each route. 
 Second, although both commitment of brand and message popularity are 
conceptualized as primary perceptions towards peripheral cues in this study, there 
would be others, like media vividness or interactivity. It might be also interesting to 
investigate the effects of concrete peripheral cues, and make comparisons in terms of 
influences on brand attitudes. 
Third, the data was collected only from Facebook. It would be useful to replicate 
this study across other social media platforms like YouTube or Twitter, using a bigger 
sample to further validate and establish the robustness of the model results. Different 
media presentations, like text, pictures or animation, could impose varying effects on 
the relevant perceptions. Future research could probably introduce a third category of 
peripheral cues as media-specific cues to investigate the potential effects of different 
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social media platforms. 
Conclusions 
In the context of social media, this study addresses the influence of content 
quality and peripheral cues on brand attitudes in the process of elaboration on brand’s 
messages. The role of perceived advocacy is salient to both central-route and 
peripheral-route processes. Perceptions towards the peripheral cues (commitment of 
brand and message popularity) directly lead to cognitive belief towards the brand 
(perceived advocacy) before affective attitude could be notably developed. Besides, 
customers may seldom use a pure central route or a pure peripheral route to elaborate 
the brand’s messages in social media. Both routes may co-occur most of the time. For 
marketing practitioners, customer advocacy needs to be emphasized as the core of 
online marketing strategy. Both brand-specific and user-specific cues should be 






Aaker, D.A. 1996. Building Strong Brands. New York: Free Press. 
Ajzen, I. 1991. "The Theory of Planned Behavior," Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes (50), pp 179-211. 
Amblee, N., and Bui, T.X. 2007. "The Impact of Electronic-Word-of-Mouth on 
Digital Microproducts: An Empirical Investigation of Amazon Shorts," in: ECIS 
2007 Proceedings. 
Andrews, L. and Boyle, M.V. 2008. "Consumers’ accounts of perceived risk online 
and the influence of communication sources," Qualitative Market Research: An 
International Journal (11:1), pp 59-75. 
Angst, C. M. and Agarwal, R. 2009. "Adoption of Electronic Health Records in the 
Presence of Privacy Concerns: The Elaboration Likelihood Model and Individual 
Persuasion," MIS Quarterly (33:2), pp 339-371. 
Areni, C.S., Ferrell, M.E., and Wilcox, J.B. 2000. "The Persuasive Impact of Reported 
Group Opinions on Individuals Low vs. High in Need for Cognition: 
Rationalization vs. Biased Elaboration?" Psychology and Marketing (17:10), pp 
855-875. 
Arthur, A. R., Laura, M. A., Kartik, P., and Dale, A.B. 2003. "At the movies, on the 
Web: An investigation of the effects of entertaining and interactive web content on 
site and brand evaluations," Journal of Interactive Marketing (17:4), pp 38-53. 
Awad, N.F., and Ragowsky, A. 2008. "Establishing Trust in Electronic Commerce 
66 
 
through Online Word of Mouth: An Examination across Genders," Journal of 
Management Information Systems (24:4), pp 101-121. 
Ba, S., and Pavlou, P.A. 2002. "Evidence of the Effect of Trust Building Technology 
in Electronic Markets: Price Premiums and Buyer Behavior," MIS Quarterly (26:3), 
pp 243-268. 
Barclay, D., Thompson, R., and Higgins, C. 1995. "The Partial Least Squares (PLS) 
Approach to Causal Modeling: Personal Computer Adoption and Use an 
Illustration," Technology Studies (2:2), pp 285-309. 
Barefoot, D., and Szabo, J. 2009. Friends with Benefits: A Social Media Marketing 
Handbook. San Francisco: No Starch Press, Inc. 
Baron, R., and Kenny, D. 1986. "The Moderator-Mediator Variable Distinction in 
Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic, and Statistical 
Considerations," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (51:6), pp 
1173-1182. 
Bauer, H.H., Heinrich, D., and Martin, I. 2007. "How create high emotional 
consumer-brand relationships? The causalities of brand passion," Proceedings of 
the Australian and New Zeland Marketing Academy Conference. University of 
Otago, pp 2189-2198. 
Belk,R.W., and Tumbat, G. 2005. "The cult of Macintosh," Consumption, Markets 
and Culture (8:3), pp 205-217. 
Benlian, A., Titah, R., and Hess, T. 2010. "Provider- vs. User-Generated 
Recommendations on E-Commerce Websites - Comparing Cognitive, Affective 
67 
 
and Relational Effects," in: ICIS 2010 Proceedings. 
Bhattacherjee, A., and Sanford, C. 2006. "Influence Processes for Information 
Technology Acceptance: An Elaboration Likelihood Model," MIS Quarterly: 
Management Information Systems (30:4), pp 805-825. 
Bloemer, J.M., and Kasper, H.D.P. 1995. "The Complex Relationship between 
Consumer Satisfaction and Brand Loyalty," Journal of Economic Psychology 
(16:2), pp 311-329. 
Bower, G.H., and Forgas, J.P. 2001. "Mood and Social Memory," in: The Handbook of 
Affect and Social Cognition, J.P. Forgas (ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, pp 
95-120. 
Breckler, S.J. 1984. "Empirical Validation of Affect, Behavior, and Cognition as 
Distinct Components of Attitude," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 
(47:6), pp 1191-1205. 
Briones, R.L., Kuch, B., Liu, B.F., and Jin Y. 2011. "Keeping up with the digital age: 
How the American Red Cross uses social media to build relationships," Public 
Relations Review (37:1), pp 37-43. 
Carroll, B.A., and Ahuvia A.C. 2006. "Some antecedents and outcomes of brand 
love," Marketing Letters (17:2), pp 79-89. 
Chaudhuri, A., and Holbrook, M.B. 2001. "The Chain of Effects from Brand Trust 
and Brand Affect to Brand Performance: The Role of Brand Loyalty," Journal of 
Marketing (65:2), pp 81-93. 
Chaiken, S., and Maheswaran, D. 1994. “Heuristic Processing Can Bias Systematic 
68 
 
Processing: Effects of Source Credibility, Argument Ambiguity, and Task 
Importance on Attitude Judgment,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 
(66:3), pp 460-473. 
Chang, K.T.T., Tan, B.C.Y., and Liang, X. 2010. "Electronic Word-of-Mouth: An 
Integration of Social Influence and Identity," in: ICIS 2010 Proceedings. 
Chen, S., and Chaiken, S. 1999. "The Heuristic-Systematic Model in Its Broader 
Context," in: Dual-Process Theories in Social Psychology, S. Chaiken and Y. Trope 
(eds.), Guilford Press, pp 73-96. 
Cheung, C.M.K., Lee, M.K.O., and Rabjohn, N. 2008. "The Impact of Electronic 
Word-of-Mouth: The Adoption of Online Opinions in Online Customer 
Communities," Internet Research (18:3), pp 229-247. 
Cheung, M.Y., Luo, C., Sia, C.L., and Chen, H. 2009. "Credibility of Electronic 
Word-of-Mouth: Informational and Normative Determinants of on-Line Consumer 
Recommendations," International Journal of Electronic Commerce (13:4), pp 
9-38. 
Cheung, C.M.Y., Sia, Choon-Ling, and Kuan, Kevin K. Y. 2012. "Is This Review 
Believable? A Study of Factors Affecting the Credibility of Online Consumer 
Reviews from an ELM Perspective," Journal of the Association for Information 
Systems (13: 8). 
Chevalier, Judith and Dina Mayzlin. 2006. "The Effect of Word of Mouth on Sales: 
Online Book Reviews," Journal of Marketing Research (43:3), pp 345-354. 
Chin, W. W., Marcolin, B., and Newsted, P. 2003. "A Partial Least Squares Latent 
69 
 
Variable Modeling Approach for Measuring Interaction Effects: Results from a 
Monte Carlo Simulation Study and an Electronic-Mail Emotion/Adoption Study," 
Information Systems Research (14:2), pp 189-217. 
Chiou, J.-S., and Cheng, C. 2003. "Should a Company Have Message Boards on Its 
Web Sites?" Journal of Interactive Marketing (17:3), pp 50-61. 
Cialdini,.R.B. 1988. Influence: Science and Practice (2nd ed.). Glenview, IL: Scott 
Foresman. 
Comm, J. 2009. Twitter Power: How to Dominate Your Market One Tweet at a Time. 
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 
Comrey, A. L. 1973. A First Course in Factor Analysis. Academic Press, New York. 
Cronin Jr, J.J., Brady, M.K., and Hult, G.T.M. 2000. "Assessing the Effects of Quality, 
Value, and Customer Satisfaction on Consumer Behavioral Intentions in Service 
Environments," Journal of Retailing (76:2), pp 193-218. 
Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., and Warshaw, P. R. 1989. "User Acceptance of Computer 
Technology: A Comparison of Two Theoretical Models," Management Science 
(35:8), pp 982-1003. 
De Wulf, K., Odekerken-Schröder, G., and Iacobucci, D. 2001. "Investments in 
Consumer Relationships: A Cross-Country and Cross-Industry Exploration," 
Journal of Marketing (65:4), pp 33-50. 
de Vries, L., S. Gensler, et al. 2012. "Popularity of Brand Posts on Brand Fan Pages: 
An Investigation of the Effects of Social Media Marketing," Journal of Interactive 
Marketing (26:2), pp 83-91. 
70 
 
Dellarocas, C., Zhang, X. and Awad, N. F. 2007. "Exploring the value of online 
product reviews in forecasting sales: The case of motion pictures," Journal of 
Interactive Marketing (21), pp 23-45. 
Dholakia, U.M., Bagozzi, R.P., and Pearo, L.K. 2004. "A Social Influence Model of 
Consumer Participation in Network- and Small-Group-Based Virtual 
Communities," International Journal of Research in Marketing (21:3), pp 241-263. 
Dick, A., and Basu, K. 1994. "Customer Loyalty: Towards an Integrated Conceptual 
Framework," Journal of the Academic Marketing Science (22:2), pp 99-114. 
Do-Hyung, P., Jumin, L., and Ingoo, H. 2007. "The Effect of on-Line Consumer 
Reviews on Consumer Purchasing Intention: The Moderating Role of 
Involvement," International Journal of Electronic Commerce (11:4), pp 125-148. 
Doh, S.J., and Hwang, J.S. 2009. "How Consumers Evaluate EWOM (Electronic 
Word-of-Mouth) Messages," CyberPsychology & Behavior (12:2), pp 193-197. 
Duan, W., Gu, B., and Whinston, A.B. 2008. "Do Online Reviews Matter? - An 
Empirical Investigation of Panel Data," Decision Support Systems (45:4), pp 
1007-1016. 
Eagly, A. H., and Chaiken, S. 1993. The Psychology of Attitudes, Orlando, FL: 
Harcourt Brace Javanovich, Inc. 
Faase, R., Helms, R., and Spruit, M. 2011. "Web 2.0 in the CRM domain: defining 
social CRM," International Journal of Electronic Customer Relationship 
Management (5:1), pp 1-22. 
Fishbein, M., and Ajzen, I. 1975. Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An 
71 
 
Introduction to Theory and Research, Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA. 
Eley, B., and Tilley, S. 2009. Online Marketing inside Out. Melbourne: SitePoint. 
Erdem, T., and Swait, J. 1998. "Brand Equity as a Signaling Phenomenon," Journal of 
Consumer Psychology (7:2), pp 131-157. 
Fornell, C., and Larcker, D.F. 1981. "Evaluating Structural Equation Models with 
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error," Journal of Marketing Research 
(18:1), pp 39-50. 
Gangadharbhatla, H. 2008. "Facebook me: Collective self-esteem, need to belong and 
internet self-efficacy as predictors of the I-generations attitudes toward social 
networking sites," Journal of Interactive Advertising (8:2), pp 5-15. 
Garbarino, E., and Johnson, M.S. 1999. "The Different Roles of Satisfaction, Trust, 
and Commitment in Customer Relationships," Journal of Marketing (63:2), pp 
70-87. 
Gauri, D.K., Bhatnagar, A., and Rao, R. 2008. "Role of Word of Mouth in Online 
Store Loyalty," Communications of the ACM (51:3), pp 89-91. 
Geoff Simmons, Brychan Thomas, Yann Truong. 2010. "Managing i-branding to 
create brand equity," European Journal of Marketing (44: 9), pp 1260-1285. 
Gershoff, A.D., Mukherjee, A. and Mukhopadhyay, A. 2003. "Consumer acceptance 
of online agent advice: extremity and positivity effects," Journal of Consumer 
Psychology (13:1/2), pp161-170. 
Grewal, D., Krishnan, R., Baker, J., and Borin, N. 1998. "The Effect of Store Name, 
Brand Name and Price Discounts on Consumers' Evaluations and Purchase 
72 
 
Intentions," Journal of Retailing (74:3), pp 331-352. 
Harman, H.H. 1967. Modern Factor Analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press. 
Harris, L.C., and Goode, M.H. 2004. "The four levels of loyalty and the pivotal role 
of trust: a study of online service dynamics," Journal of Retailing (80:2), pp 
139-158. 
Harrison-Walker, L.J. 2001."The measurement of word-of-mouth communication and 
an investigation of service quality and customer commitment as potential 
antecedents," Journal of Service Research (4:1), pp 60-75. 
He, H., Li, Y., and Harris, L. 2012. "Social identity perspective on brand loyalty," 
Journal of Business Research (65:5), pp 648-657. 
Huang M., Fengyan Cai, Alex S.L. Tsang, Nan Zhou. 2011. "Making your online 
voice loud: the critical role of WOM information," European Journal of Marketing 
(45: 7/8), pp 1277-1297. 
Huang, Y.K., and Yang, W.I. 2011. "The effects of electronic word-of-mouth messages, 
psychological endowment and anticipated regret on online bidding behavior," 
Expert Systems with Applications (38:4), pp 4215-4221. 
Ibeh, K.I.N., Luo, Y. and Dinnie, K. 2005. "E-branding strategies of internet 
companies: some preliminary insights from the UK," Journal of Brand 
Management (12:5), pp 355-373. 
Jillian C. Sweeney, Geoffrey N. Soutar, Tim Mazzarol. 2008. "Factors influencing 
word of mouth effectiveness: receiver perspectives," European Journal of 
73 
 
Marketing (42: 3), pp 344-364. 
Kaplan, A.M., and Haenlein, M. 2010. "Users of the World, Unite! The Challenges 
and Opportunities of Social Media," Business Horizons (53:1), pp 59-68. 
Keh H.T, Pang J., and Peng S. 2007. "Understanding and measuring brand love," 
Proceedings of the Association of Consumer Psychology. 
Kelley, S.W., Longfellow, T., and Malehorn, J. 1996. "Organizational Determinants of 
Service Employees' Exercise of Routine, Creative, and Deviant Discretion," 
Journal of Retailing (72:2), pp 135-157. 
Kenrick, D.T., Neuberg, S.L., and Cialdini, R.B. 2005. "Attitudes and Persuasion," in 
Social Psychology: Unraveling the Mystery, Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
Kim, D., and Benbasat, I. 2003. "Trust-Related Arguments in Internet Stores: A 
Framework for Evaluation," Journal of Electronic Commerce Research (4:2), pp 
49-64. 
Kim , J . W . , Choi , J . , Qualls , W . and Han , K . 2008. "It takes a marketplace 
community to raise brand commitment: The role of online communities," Journal 
of Marketing Management (24: 3/4), pp 409-431. 
Komiak, S. 2010. "The Effects of Perceived Information Quality and Perceived 
System Quality on Trust and Adoption of Online Reputation Systems," in: AMCIS 
2010 Proceedings. 
Korsgaard, M.A., and Roberson, L. 1995. "Procedural justice in performance 
evaluation: The role of instrumental and non-instrumental voice in performance 
appraisal discussions," Journal of Management (21:4), pp 657-669. 
74 
 
Kumar, N., and Benbasat, I. 2006. "The Influence of Recommendations and 
Consumer Reviews on Evaluations of Websites," Information Systems Research 
(17:4), pp 425-439.  
Laroche, M., Habibi, M. R. , Richard, M.O., and Sankaranarayanan, R. 2012. "The 
effects of social media based brand communities on brand community markers, 
value creation practices, brand trust and brand loyalty," Computers in Human 
Behavior (28:5), pp 1755-1767. 
LaRose, R., Eastin, M.S., and Gregg, J. 2001. "Reformulating the Internet paradox: 
Social cognitive explanations of Internet use and depression," Journal of Online 
Behavior (1:2). 
Latane, B. 1981. "The Psychology of Social Impact," American Psychologist (36:4), 
pp 343-356. 
Lawer, C., and Knox, S. 2006. "Customer Advocacy and Brand Development," 
Journal of Product and Brand Management (15:2), pp 121-129. 
Lazarus, R.S. 1991. Emotion and Adaptation. Oxford University Press, USA. 
Lee, J., Park, D. H., and Han, I. 2008. "The Effect of Negative Online Consumer 
Reviews on Product Attitude: An Information Processing View," Electronic 
Commerce Research and Applications (7:3), pp 341-352. 
Lenhart, A., and Madden, M. 2007. "Social networking websites and teens: An 
overview," PEW Internet and American Life Project. 
Lord, K.R., Lee, M.S., and Sauer, P.L. 1995. "The Combined Influence Hypothesis: 
Central and Peripheral Antecedents of Attitude toward the Ad," Journal of 
75 
 
Advertising (24:1), pp 73-85. 
Mangold, W. G. and Faulds, D.J. 2009. "Social media: The new hybrid element of the 
promotion mix," Business Horizons (52:4), pp 357-365. 
Mendes-Filho, L., Tan, F.B., and Mills, A. 2010. "User-Generated Content and 
Perceived Control: A Pilot Study of Empowering Consumer Decision Making," in: 
CONF-IRM 2010 Proceedings. 
Mittal, V., and Kamakura, W. 2001. "Satisfaction, Repurchase Intent, and Repurchase 
Behavior: Investigating the Moderating Effect of Customer Characteristics," 
Journal of Marketing Research (38:1), pp 131-143. 
Moorman, C., Zaltman, G., and Deshpande, R. 1992. "Relationships between 
Providers and Users of Market Research: The Dynamics of Trust within and 
between Organizations," Journal of Marketing Research (29:3), pp 314-328. 
Morgan, R.M., and Hunt, S.D. 1994. "The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship 
Marketing," Journal of Marketing (58:3), pp 20-38. 
Mossholder, K.W., Bennett, N., Kemery, E.R., Wesolowski, M.A. 1998. 
"Relationships between bases of power and work reactions: The mediational role 
of procedural justice," Journal of Management (24:4), pp 533-552. 
Musser, J. and O’Reilly, T. 2006. Web 2.0 Principles and Best Practices. O’Reilly 
Media, Inc. 
Nowak, A., Szamrej, J., and Latane, B. 1990. "From Private Attitude to Public 




Oliver, R.L. 1999. "Whence consumer loyalty?" Journal of Marking (63:4), pp 33-44. 
O’Reilly, T., and Milstein, S. 2009. The Twitter book. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reilly 
Media, Inc. 
Palmatier, R.W., Dant, R.P., Grewal, D., and Evans, K.R. 2006. "Factors Influencing 
the Effectiveness of Relationship Marketing: A Meta-Analysis," Journal of 
Marketing (70:4), pp 136-153. 
Park, D.H., and Kim, S. 2008. "The Effects of Consumer Knowledge on Message 
Processing of Electronic Word-of-Mouth Via Online Consumer Reviews," 
Electronic Commerce Research and Applications (7:4), pp 399-410. 
Park, D.H., and Lee, J. 2008. "Ewom Overload and Its Effect on Consumer 
Behavioral Intention Depending on Consumer Involvement," Electronic Commerce 
Research and Applications (7:4), pp 386-398. 
Park, D.H., Lee, J., and Han, I. 2007. "The Effect of on-Line Consumer Reviews on 
Consumer Purchasing Intention: The Moderating Role of Involvement," 
International Journal of Electronic Commerce (11:4), pp 125-148. 
Parsons, A.L. 2011. "Social Media From a Corporate Perspective: A Content Analysis 
of Official Facebook Pages," Academy of Marketing Studies (16:2), pp 11-15. 
Petty, R. E., and Cacioppo, J. T. 1979. "Issue Involvement Can Increase or Decrease 
Persuasion by Enhancing Message-Relevant Cognitive Responses," Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology (37), pp 1915-1926. 
Petty, R.E., and Cacioppo, J.T. 1986. Communication and Persuasion: Central and 
Peripheral Routes to Attitude Change. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
77 
 
Petty, R. E., and Cacioppo, J. T. 1990. "Involvement and Persuasion: Tradition Versus 
Integration," Psychological Bulletin (107:3), pp 367-374. 
Petty, R.E., Cacioppo, J.T., and Goldman, R. 1981. "Personal Involvement as a 
Determinant of Argument-Based Persuasion," Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology (41:5), pp 847-855. 
Petty, R.E., Haughtvedt, C.P., and Smith, S.M. 1995. "Elaboration as a Determinant of 
Attitude Strength: Creating Attitudes that Are Persistent, Resistant, and Predictive 
of Behavior," in Attitude Strength: Antecedents and Consequences, R. E. Petty and 
J. A. Krosnick (eds.), Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ, pp 93-130. 
Petty, R.E., and Wegener, D.T. 1998. Attitude change: Multiple roles for persuasion 
variables. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social 
psychology, New York: McGraw-Hill. pp 323-390. 
Petty, R.E., and Wegener, D.T. 1999. "The Elaboration Likelihood Model: Current 
Status and Controversies," in Dual-Process Theories in Social Psychology, S. 
Chaiken and Y. Trope (eds.), New York: Guilford Press, pp 37-72. 
Pires, G.D., Stanton, J., and Rita, P. 2006. "The Internet, Consumer Empowerment 
and Marketing Strategies," European Journal of Marketing (40:9/10), pp 936-949. 
Pitta, D.A. and Fowler, D. 2005. "Internet community forums: an untapped resource 
for consumer marketers," Journal of Consumer Marketing (22:4/5), pp 265-274. 
Podsakoff, P.M., and Organ, D.W. 1986. "Self-Reports in Organizational Research: 
Problems and Prospects," Journal of Management (12:4), pp 531-544. 
Poston, R., and Hennington, A. 2007. "The Effects of Online Rating Validity on 
78 
 
Decision Performance," in: AMCIS 2007 Proceedings. 
Qiu, L., and Li, D. 2010. " Effects of Aggregate Rating on Ewom Acceptance: An 
Attribution Theory Perspective," in: PACIS 2010 Proceedings. 
Qualman, E. 2009. Socialnomics: How social media transforms the way we live and 
do business. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 
Quniton, S. and Harridge-March, S. 2003. "Strategic interactive marketing of wine: a 
case of evolution," Marketing Intelligence & Planning (21:6), pp 357-362. 
Rashotte, L. 2007. "Social Influence," in: The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Social 
Psychology, A.S.R. Manstead and M. Hewstone (eds.). Malden: Blackwell 
Publishing, pp 562-563. 
Reicher, S. 2008. The Psychology of Crowd Dynamics, in Blackwell Handbook of 
Social Psychology: Group Processes. M. A. Hogg and R. S. Tindale (eds), 
Blackwell Publishers Ltd, Oxford, 
Ridings, C.M. and Gefen, D. 2004. "Virtual Community Attraction: Why People Hang 
Out Online," Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication (10:1). 
Ridings, C.M., Gefen, D., and Arinze, B. 2002. "Some Antecedents and Effects of 
Trust in Virtual Communities," The Journal of Strategic Information Systems 
(11:3/4), pp 271-295. 
Rieh, S.Y. 2002. "Judgment of information quality and cognitive authority in the 
web," Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 
(53 :2), pp 145-161. 
Rowley, J. 2004. "Just another channel? Marketing communications in e-business," 
79 
 
Marketing Intelligence & Planning (22:1), pp 24-41. 
Ryan, K.S., and Zabin, J. 2010. "Gleansight: Social Media Marketing," Gleanster 
LCC, pp 1-21. 
Safko, L., and Brake, D.K. 2009. The Social Media Bible: Tactics, Tools & Strategies 
for Business Success. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 
Sánchez-Fernández, R., and Iniesta-Bonillo, M.Á. 2009. "Efficiency and quality as 
economic dimensions of perceived value: Conceptualization, measurement, and 
effect on satisfaction," Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services (16:6), pp 
425-433. 
Sasinovskaya O., Anderson H. 2011. "From brand awareness to online co-design: 
How a small bathroom provider turned interactive on the Web," Brands Journal of 
Brand Management (19:1), pp 33-44. 
Scarpi, D. 2010. "Does Size Matter? An Examination of Small and Large Web-Based 
Brand Communities," Journal of Interactive Marketing (24:1), pp 14-21. 
Schau, J.H., Muniz, M.A., and Arnould, J.E. 2009. "How brand community practices 
create value," Journal of Marketing (73:5), pp 30-51. 
Scott, D.M. 2009. World Wide Rave: Creating Triggers That Get Millions of People to 
Spread Your Ideas and Share Your Stories. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 
Sen, S., and Lerman, D. 2007. "Why Are You Telling Me This? An Examination into 
Negative Consumer Reviews on the Web," Journal of Interactive Marketing (21:4), 
pp 76-94. 
Shankar, V., and Batra, R. 2009. "The Growing Influence of Online Marketing 
80 
 
Communications," Journal of Interactive Marketing (23:4), 285-287. 
Singh, T., Veron-Jackson, L., and Cullinane, J. 2008. "Blogging: A New Play in Your 
Marketing Game Plan," Business Horizons (51:4), pp 281-292. 
Simmons , G . 2007. "'i-Branding' : Developing the internet as a branding tool," 
Marketing Intelligence & Planning (25:6), pp 544 -562. 
Simmons, G., Brychan Thomas, Yann Truong. 2010. "Managing i-branding to create 
brand equity," European Journal of Marketing (44: 9), pp 1260-1285. 
Smith, D., Menon, S., and Sivakumar, K. 2005. "Online Peer and Editorial 
Recommendations, Trust, and Choice in Virtual Markets," Journal of Interactive 
Marketing (19:3), pp 15-37. 
Smith, R. E., and Vogt, C. A. 1995. "The effects of integrating advertising and 
negative word-of-mouth communications on message processing and response," 
Journal of Consumer Psychology (4:2), pp 133-151. 
Sobel, M.E. 1982. "Asymptotic Confidence Intervals for Indirect Effects in Structural 
Models," in: Sociological Methodology, S. Leinhardt (ed.). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, pp 290-312. 
Socialbakers. 2012. Singapore Facebook Statistics. Retrieved June 10, 2012, from 
http://www.socialbakers.com/facebook-statistics/singapore. 
Solomon R.C. 1973. "Emotions and choice," The Review of Metaphysics (27:1), pp 
20-41. 
Sung, Y., and Kim, J. 2010. "Effects of Brand Personality on Brand Trust and Brand 
Affect," Psychology and Marketing (27:7), pp 639-661. 
81 
 
Sussman, S.W., and Siegal, W.S. 2003. "Informational Influence in Organizations: An 
Integrated Approach to Knowledge Adoption," Information Systems Research 
(14:1), pp 47-65. 
Taylor, S., and Todd, P.A. 1995. "Understanding Information Technology Usage: A 
Test of Competing Models," Information Systems Research (6:2), pp 144-176. 
Tam, K.Y., and Ho, S.Y. 2005. "Web personalization as a persuasion strategy: An 
elaboration likelihood model perspective," Information Systems Research (16:3), 
pp 271-291. 
Thomson, M., MacInnis, D.J., Park, W.C. 2005. "The ties that bind: measuring the 
strength of consumers' emotional attachment to brands," Journal of Consumer 
Psychology (15:1), pp 77-91. 
Trusov, M., R. E. Bucklin, et al. 2009. "Effects of Word-of-Mouth Versus Traditional 
Marketing: Findings from an Internet Social Networking Site," Journal of 
Marketing (73:5), pp 90-102. 
Tuškej, U., Golob, U., and Podnar, K. "The role of consumer–brand identification in 
building brand relationships," Journal of Business Research, doi: 
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.07.022 
Urban, G.L. 2004. "The Emerging Era of Customer Advocacy," MIT Sloan 
Management Review (45:2), pp 77-82. 
Urban, G.L. 2005. "Customer Advocacy: A New Era in Marketing?" Journal of Public 
Policy and Marketing (24:1), pp 155-159. 
Van den Bulte, C., and Wuyts, S. 2007. Social Networks And Marketing. Cambridge, 
82 
 
MA: Marketing Science Institute. 
van Noort G, Antheunis M, van Reijmersdal E. 2012. "Social connections and the 
persuasiveness of viral campaigns in social network sites: Persuasive intent as the 
underlying mechanism," Journal Of Marketing Communications (18:1), pp 39-53. 
Venkatesh, V., and Davis, F.D. 2000. "A Theoretical Extension of the Technology 
Acceptance Model: Four Longitudinal Field Studies," Management Science (46:2), 
pp 186-205. 
Venkatesh, V., Morris, M.G., Davis, G.B., and Davis, F.D. 2003. "User Acceptance of 
Information Technology: Toward a Unifying View," MIS Quarterly (27:3), pp  
425-478. 
Wang, K.Y., Ting I. H. , and Wu, H.J. "Discovering interest groups for marketing in 
virtual communities: An integrated approach," Journal of Business Research, doi: 
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.02.037. 
Warr, W.A. 2008. "Social Software: Fun and Games, or Business Tools?" Journal of 
Information Science (34:4), pp 591-604. 
Weber, L. 2009. Marketing to the Social Web: How Digital Customer Communities 
Build Your Business. Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons , Inc. 
Weinberg, T. 2009. The New Community Rules: Marketing on the Social Web. 
Sebastopol, CA: O'Reilly Media. 
Weiten W., Dunn D.S. 2001. Psychology applied to modern life: Adjustment in the 
21st century. Wadsworth Pub Co. 
Wen, C., Tan, B.C.Y., and Chang, K.T.T. 2009. "Advertising Effectiveness on Social 
83 
 
Network Sites: An Investigation of Tie Strength, Endorser Expertise and Product 
Type on Consumer Purchase Intention," in: ICIS 2009 Proceedings. 
Woodcock, N., Green, A., and Starkey, M. 2011. "Social CRM as a business strategy," 
Journal of Database Marketing & Customer Strategy Management (18:1), pp 
50-64. 
Woodside, A.G., and Walser, M.G. 2007. "Building strong brands in retailing," 
Journal of Business Research (60:1), pp 1-10. 
Wu, J. and Chang, Y. 2005. "Towards understanding members’ interactivity, trust, and 
flow in online travel community," Industrial Management & Data Systems (105 :7), 
pp 937-954. 
Yang, J., and Mai, E. 2010. "Experiential goods with network externalities effects: an 
empirical study of online rating system," Journal of Business Research (63:9/10), 
pp 1050-1057. 
Yoo, B., Donthu, N., and Lee, S. 2000. "An Examination of Selected Marketing Mix 
Elements and Brand Equity," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (28:2), 
pp 195-211. 
Zarrella, D. 2010. The Social Media Marketing Book. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reilly 
Media. 
Zhang, K.Z.K., Lee, M.K.O., and Zhao, S.J. 2010. "Understanding the Informational 
Social Influence of Online Review Platforms," in: ICIS 2010 Proceedings. 
Zhang, Wei, and Watts, Stephanie A. 2008. "Capitalizing on Content: Information 
Adoption in Two Online communities," Journal of the Association for Information 
84 
 








a) Survey Questionnaire for Restaurants (RST) 
Content Quality (CQ) 
1) The fan page content provided by RST was attractive for me. 
2) The fan page content provided by RST was interesting for me. 
3) The fan page content provided by RST was helpful for me. 
4) The fan page content provided by RST was informative for me. 
Commitment of Brand (BC) 
1) The launch of RST’s Facebook fan page demonstrates RST’s customer 
engagement efforts. 
2) I think RST put in great efforts into designing its Facebook fan page. 
3) I think RST regularly updates the contents on its Facebook fan page. 
Message Popularity (MP) 
1) The fan page content provided by RST is well-received by other fan page users. 
2) The fan page content provided by RST is attractive to other fan page users. 
3) Fan page users actively post comments on the fan page content provided by RST. 
4) Fan page users generally respond favorably to the fan page content provided by 
RST. 
Perceived Advocacy (PA) 
1) RST’s fan page demonstrates that RST cares about its customers’ needs. 
2) RST’s fan page shows that RST is concerned about its customers’ interests. 
3) RST’s fan page demonstrates that RST values its customers’ opinions. 
4) RST’s fan page shows that RST is willing to assist its customers. 
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Brand Affect (BA) 
1) In visiting RST’s fan page, I believe that going to RST for a meal will be 
pleasant. 
2) In visiting RST’s fan page, I believe that going to RST for a meal will be a happy 
experience. 
3) In visiting RST’s fan page, I will also feel good if I go to RST for a meal. 
Brand Loyalty (BL) 
1) Given the content shown on RST’s fan page, I will be more likely to visit RST for 
a meal soon. 
2) Given the content shown on RST’s fan page, I will be interested to sample the 
food offered by RST soon. 
3) The likelihood that I would recommend RST’s Facebook fan page to a friend is 
high. 
Elaboration Likelihood (EL) 
1) I would like to follow and check for status updates of RST on Facebook. 
2) I would like to check for updates on RST’s fan page on Facebook. 
3) I am motivated to read the fan page content provided by RST. 
 
Note: 1) Items for all constructs were measured using seven-point Likert scales 
anchored between “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree”; 2) Here RST is an 
abbreviation of restaurant. It was replaced by concrete brand name in the survey. 
 
b) Survey Questionnaire for Retailers (RET) 
Content Quality (CQ) 
1) The fan page content provided by RET was attractive for me. 
2) The fan page content provided by RET was interesting for me. 
3) The fan page content provided by RET was helpful for me. 
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4) The fan page content provided by RET was informative for me. 
 
Commitment of Brand (BC) 
1) The launch of RET’s Facebook fan page demonstrates RET’s customer 
engagement efforts. 
2) I think RET put in great efforts into designing its Facebook fan page. 
3) I think RET regularly updates the contents on its Facebook fan page. 
 
Message Popularity (MP) 
1) The fan page content provided by RET is well-received by other fan page users. 
2) The fan page content provided by RET is attractive to other fan page users. 
3) Fan page users actively post comments on the fan page content provided by RET. 
4) Fan page users generally respond favorably to the fan page content provided by 
RET. 
Perceived Advocacy (PA) 
1) RET’s fan page demonstrates that RET cares about its customers’ needs. 
2) RET’s fan page shows that RET is concerned about its customers’ interests. 
3) RET’s fan page demonstrates that RET values its customers’ opinions. 
4) RET’s fan page shows that RET is willing to assist its customers. 
Brand Affect (BA) 
1) In visiting RET’s fan page, I believe that shopping at RET will be pleasant. 
2) In visiting RET’s fan page, I believe that shopping at RET will be a happy 
experience. 
3) In visiting RET’s fan page, I will also feel good if I go shopping at RET. 
Brand Loyalty (BL) 




2) Given the content shown on RET’s fan page, I will be interested to shop and 
browse the products available in RET soon. 
3) The likelihood that I would recommend RET’s Facebook fan page to a friend is 
high. 
Elaboration Likelihood (EL) 
1) I would like to follow and check for status updates of RET on Facebook. 
2) I would like to check for updates on RET’s fan page on Facebook. 
3) I am motivated to read the fan page content provided by RET. 
 
Note: 1) Items for all constructs were measured using seven-point Likert scales 
anchored between “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree”; 2) Here RET is an 
abbreviation of retail. It was replaced by concrete brand name in the survey. 
 
c) Survey Questionnaire for Service Providers (SERV) 
Content Quality (CQ) 
1) The fan page content provided by SERV was attractive for me. 
2) The fan page content provided by SERV was interesting for me. 
3) The fan page content provided by SERV was helpful for me. 
4) The fan page content provided by SERV was informative for me. 
 
Commitment of Brand (BC) 
1) The launch of SERV’s Facebook fan page demonstrates SERV’s customer 
engagement efforts. 
2) I think SERV put in great efforts into designing its Facebook fan page. 
3) I think SERV regularly updates the contents on its Facebook fan page. 
 
Message Popularity (MP) 
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1) The fan page content provided by SERV is well-received by other fan page users. 
2) The fan page content provided by SERV is attractive to other fan page users. 
3) Fan page users actively post comments on the fan page content provided by 
SERV. 
4) Fan page users generally respond favorably to the fan page content provided by 
SERV. 
Perceived Advocacy (PA) 
1) SERV’s fan page demonstrates that SERV cares about its customers’ needs. 
2) SERV’s fan page shows that SERV is concerned about its customers’ interests. 
3) SERV’s fan page demonstrates that SERV values its customers’ opinions. 
4) SERV’s fan page shows that SERV is willing to assist its customers. 
Brand Affect (BA) 
1) In visiting SERV’s fan page, I believe that getting my service needs fulfilled at 
SERV will be pleasant. 
2) In visiting SERV’s fan page, I believe that getting my service needs fulfilled at 
SERV will be a happy experience. 
3) In visiting SERV’s fan page, I will also feel good if my service needs are fulfilled 
at SERV. 
Brand Loyalty (BL) 
1) Given the content shown on SERV’s fan page, I will be more likely to get my 
service needs fulfilled at SERV soon. 
2) Given the content shown on SERV’s fan page, I will be interested to try for 
myself the services available in SERV soon. 
3) The likelihood that I would recommend SERV’s Facebook fan page to a friend is 
high. 
Elaboration Likelihood (EL) 
1) I would like to follow and check for status updates of SERV on Facebook. 
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2) I would like to check for updates on SERV’s fan page on Facebook. 
3) I am motivated to read the fan page content provided by SERV. 
 
Note: 1) Items for all constructs were measured using seven-point Likert scales 
anchored between “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree”; 2) Here SERV is an 
abbreviation of service provider. It was replaced by concrete brand name in the 
survey. 
 
2. Survey Instructions to Participants 
Dear sir/madam, 
 
Thank you for visiting our BRAND’s Facebook fan page. As we increase our 
customer or stakeholder engagement efforts on Facebook, we would appreciate if you 
can spend 10 minutes to provide us with your valuable feedback and comments in the 
survey below. As a token of appreciation for completing this survey, you will receive 
S$5 via your PayPal account in three days. You also have the opportunity to win the 
big lucky draw (S$50) in the end of this month.  
 
Please be assured that your survey responses will be kept strictly confidential. No 
individual persons or parties will be identified in our survey data analysis. Only 
aggregate level analyses of the survey responses will be used to improve the customer 
experiences on our Facebook fan page. 
 
Thank you very much for participating in this survey! 
 
Sincerely, 
BRAND Facebook Team 
Note: “BRAND” was replaced with the true name for each company. 
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3. Survey Acknowledge Page to Participants 
Thank you for your time.  
 
Now it is time for you to share this survey among your friends. Please note that you 
will have a higher chance to win the lucky draws (S$50) if you have a higher effective 
forwarding amount. 
 
Good luck and have a nice day! 
Sincerely, 
BRAND Facebook Team 
Note: “BRAND” was replaced with the true name for each company. 
4. Prior ELM Studies in IS Literature 



















Content quality and source 
credibility positively influence 
perceived usefulness of information, 
which further leads to information 
adoption.  
Expertise and involvement moderate 
the relationships among content 
quality, source credibility, and 
usefulness. 
Tam and Ho 
(2005) 
Preference 
Match,              
Sorting Cue, 
Recommendati







Content with high preference match 
positively influences adoption. 
Sorting cue will more likely induce 
attention and elaboration, while 
recommendation set size has a 
positive effect on attention attraction. 
No interaction effects are found 
between preference match and 
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 sorting cue, or between preference 














Content quality and source 
credibility both positively affect 
perceived usefulness. 
Source credibility and perceived 
usefulness positively affect attitude.  
Usefulness and attitude positively 
affect adoption intention. 
Expertise and involvement moderate 
the relationships among content 
quality, source credibility, 













CFIP interacts with argument 
framing and issue involvement to 
affect attitudes toward the use of 
EHRs. 
Issue involvement positively affects 
attitude toward EHR use, but does 
not moderate the effect from 
argument frame to attitude. 
Attitude toward EHR use and CFIP 
directly influence EHR adoption 
intentions. 
















Content quality, source credibility, 
review consistency, and review 
sidedness positively affect review 
credibility. 
Expertise and involvement moderate 
the relationships between review 
sidedness and review credibility. 
No moderation effects are found for 
expertise or involvement on the 
relationships among content quality, 
source credibility, review 
consistency, and review credibility. 











Adoption credibility positively influence 
information adoption. 
The presence of disconfirming 
information and focused search may 
negatively affect the relationships 
between source credibility and 
information adoption. 














Perceived informativeness, argument 
strength, and perceived quantity of 
reviews are positively associated 
with behavioral intention. 
Source credibility is found to have an 
insignificant relationship with 
behavioral intention.  
 
 
Note: Those marked with * are studies using HSM. Due to the similarity between ELM and 
HSM, these studies are also included here as references. 
 
5. Prior Studies on Content Quality in Online Settings 
Author(s), 







Key Relevant findings 































Content quality of online 































Survey Content quality positively 
affects consumers’ trust 
towards the 
recommender, which 












Survey Comprehensiveness and 
relevance are the most 
effective components of 
content quality, making 






































(purchase intention) in 
case of overall positive 
reviews. 
Involvement has a 
positive moderating effect 
on the relationship 
between content quality 






























Survey Content quality (argument 
strength) positively 
affects information 















Usefulness and affective 












Survey Perceived information 
quality significantly 
affects users’ intention to 
adopt the 
recommendation, mainly 
through the functional 
route. 
Mendes-Fil











Survey Content empowerment   
significantly impacts 
consumers’ perceived 
control over decisions, 
which further affects their 
intention to adopt eWOM 
opinions. 
















significant effects on 
recommendation 
acceptance. 





























Survey Content quality has a 
positive effect on 
recipients’ acceptance 
toward WOM message, 
which, in turn, have a 
significant positive impact 


















6. Prior Studies on Peripheral Variables in Online Settings 
Author(s), 























A high level of positive 
rating quantity will 
strongly influence 
consumer’s trust towards 


















Negative messages hurt 
mainly low-image brands, 
and high message 


















perceived influence. The 
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An improvement in 
product reviews leads to 
an increase in relative 
sales. 
The impact of low-rating 
reviews is greater than the 

























increases both perceived 
usefulness and social 


















Sales are significantly 
correlated to the number 
of reviews, brand rating, 
and rating of 
complementary goods. 
But product rating is not a 
good predictor if there is 
















The volume, valence, and 
dispersion of online 
movie reviews all have a 
positive and statistically 
significant relationship 



















Rating validity positively 
affects customer’s 
decision performance. 
Users were incapable of 
ignoring information of 


















Review valence affects 
consumers’ adoption 
intention, but the effects 
are moderated by product 
type. 


























The positive effect of 
informant expertise on 
acceptance is fully 
mediated by informant 
trustworthiness. 
If an informant 
consistently provides 
eWOM information, s/he 
will be perceived to be an 

















Survey Both source expertise and 
trustworthiness have no 
significant influence on 
information usefulness in 
this study. In case of the 
anonymity of online 
sources, it is difficult to 
evaluate source 
credibility. 









Box office sales are 
significantly influenced 
by the volume of online 
posting 














It is not the total number 
of reviews but the 
percentage of positivity 
that influences repurchase 
intention in online stores. 
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The proportion of 
negative online reviews 
negatively influences 
consumer’s attitude 















Number of reviews has 
significant positive 


















The quantity of positive 
reviews positively affects 
product popularity 




























credibility plays a useful 



















Survey The proportion of positive 
messages increases 
consumer’s positive 
product attitude and 
purchase intention. 
Involvement and 
Expertise moderate the 
relationships between the 
ratio of messages and 
product attitude, and 
between the ratio of 
messages and review 
credibility. 








nt both expertise of and tie 
strength with the product 
endorser positively 




















Survey Expertise discrepancy and 
tie strength significantly 
influences cognitive 
social identity, which was 
positively associated with 
eWOM influence. 
 





















credibility and thereby 


















Survey Perceived quantity of 
reviews significantly 
affects consumers’ 
adoption intention and 
purchase intention. 
Source credibility does 
not have a significant 
impact on behavioral 
intention, when source 
credibility level cannot be 
recognized due to 
















The greater the number of 
positive eWOM messages 
is, the more consumers 
are willing to pay. But the 
ratio should exceed a 
certain threshold 














Survey Source authority has a 
positive effect on 
recipients’ message 
acceptance, which, in 
turn, has a significant 
positive impact on referral 
intention. 
 
7. Prior Studies on Online Marketing / Branding and Brand Loyalty 
Author(s), 

















Companies can cultivate 
loyalty and derive value 
from the opportunities to 
create more tailored and 
relevant communication 
message content about 
products and services which 














become stronger and more 
sustainable. 
Ibeh et al. 
(2005) 




Successful online brand 
loyalty cultivation is 
dependent upon targeting 
customers with unique 
messages, unique 










Survey The level of interactivity is 
directly and positively 
correlated to consumer 
perceptions of trust, and 














In online communities, 
companies can derive values 
through active interactions 
with customers. 





Faced with customer power 
shift in online marketing, a 
company has to embrace 
true customer advocacy, 
which helps cultivate 
customers’ brand loyalty. 
Lawer and 
Knox (2006) 





A company needs to 
advocate customers to earn 
long-term trust, purchase 
and loyalty, via providing 
values for involvement, 
knowledge, and choice. 
Simmons 
(2007) 




To cultivate brand loyalty 
online, the brand needs to 
understand the customer, 
engage marketing 
communications, keep 
interactions, and most 
importantly, deliver 









Brands can use online 
communications to mediate 
consumer risk perceptions. 
Commitment of brand to 
online communication is 
critical for the success. 















Survey Customer’s online 
community commitment 
positively affects brand 
affect.  
Brand affect influences 









In social media marketing, 
the brand needs to engage 
customers via providing 
consumers with networking 
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platforms, and using blogs, 
social media tools, and 
promotional tools, which 
helps shape customers’ 
brand attitudes. 
Schau et al. 
(2009) 






Ceding control to customers 
enhances consumer 
engagement and builds 
brand equity. 
The most successful brand 
communities continuously 











In social media, WOM 
referrals have a much 
stronger impact on new 
customer acquisition, 
compared to traditional 
marketing vehicles. 












Survey Brand affect positively 
influences brand loyalty and 
brand referral intention in 
online brand communities, 
especially when the 
community size is large. 
Simmons et 
al. (2010) 





To create brand equity, an 
understanding of target 
customers is critical for 
deploying i-branding tools.   
Tools facilitating 
interactivity are particularly 
significant. 
Briones et al. 
(2011) 




Practicing public relations 
through social media is 
effective and necessary in 
the emerging digital age. 
Organizations’ online 











In social networks, the 
brand’s active engagement 
into the interactions with 
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(2011) ties community members boosts 
their brand loyalty and 
commitment, especially 
when there is a value 
creation process involved. 












Survey Brand communities in social 
media could enhance brand 
loyalty through brand use 
and impression management 
practices. Online 
communities foster 
impressionable facts about 
the brand through online 
communications and by 
sharing personal 
experiences. 
8. Demographic and Descriptive Statistics of Valid Responses in Preliminary 
Study 
Age 
20 or smaller 23 12.0% 
21 – 30 141 73.8% 
31 – 40 26 13.6% 
41 and over 1 0.6% 
Gender 
Female 107 56.0% 
Male 84 44.0% 
Monthly 
 income 
less than 2000 128 67.0% 
S$2,000 – S$3,999 42 22.0% 
S$4,000 – S$5,999 14 7.3% 
S$6,000 or more 7 3.7% 
Occupation 





Business Person, Administrator 
Sales Person 
31 16.2% 
Technician, Engineer,  




Law Enforcement Officer, 
Military Person, 




9. Principal Components Analysis in Preliminary Study 
Item 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
CQ1 .757 .101 .158 .341 .199 .069 .051 
CQ2 .790 .104 .254 .125 .077 .241 -.068 
CQ3 .740 .165 .253 .132 .145 .230 .078 
CQ4 .736 .243 .112 .107 .218 .166 -.003 
MP1 .083 .783 .237 .252 .159 .159 -.017 
MP2 .348 .742 .189 .170 .004 .193 .003 
MP3 .162 .821 .075 .246 .180 .028 -.002 
MP4 .222 .205 .758 .215 .144 .120 -.025 
BC1 .152 .301 .720 .190 .174 .301 -.014 
BC2 .144 .067 .796 .205 .060 .158 -.049 
BC3 .222 .049 .801 .187 .137 .046 -.017 
PA1 .094 .174 .382 .722 .155 .140 -.062 
PA2 .181 .199 .254 .768 .142 .142 .017 
PA3 .201 .193 .213 .801 .124 .110 .044 
PA4 .170 .181 .078 .765 .226 .098 -.014 
BA1 .157 .106 .093 .219 .831 .186 .034 
BA2 .150 .137 .171 .192 .835 .201 .050 
BA3 .243 .111 .186 .157 .787 .265 .067 
BL1 .169 .085 .129 .102 .205 .853 -.013 
BL2 .262 .151 .220 .135 .209 .796 .004 
BL3 .270 .163 .206 .253 .334 .738 .029 
EL1 .039 -.014 -.065 .021 .028 .012 .912 
EL2 .030 .013 .014 -.054 .034 -.039 .902 
EL3 -.037 -.011 -.029 .032 .047 .036 .915 
Eigenvalue 3.08 3.02 2.97 2.56 2.52 2.45 2.32 
Variance % 12.83 12.57 12.39 10.69 10.49 10.22 9.68 
Cumulative Variance% 12.83 25.41 37.79 48.48 58.97 69.19 78.87 
Note. CQ = Content Quality, BC = Commitment of Brand, MP = Message Popularity, PA = 
Perceived Advocacy, BA = Brand Affect, BL= Brand Loyalty, EL = Elaboration Likelihood. 
 
